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Abbreviations and symbols

Av asymmetrical variation
CA Classical Arabic
def definite

du dual

EA Egyptian Arabic
f feminine

Fv free variation

lit. literal translation
MA  Moroccan Arabic
obl obligue case

Pl plural

Pv Pseudo-variation

Rv Restricted variation
SA (Modern) Standard Arabic

o contain transliteration

0 contain irrelevant distinctive graphic elements

[] contain accidentals (graphic elements responsible for irrelevant semantic
differences)

{} contain expected variants and expected variations (not recorded in the
corpus)

* marks non-existing (not recorded and not expected) forms

< in transcription, indicates the underlying morphological structure

Arabic words that have no gloss (morphological description) are masculine singu-
lar and — in the case of nouns, adjectives and participles — indefinite.

A key to the abbreviations of the titles of the literary works cited as sources is
given in References, under Primary sources.
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Transliteration and transcription

Transliteration consists in converting the graphs of Arabic script into Latin let-
ters, if needed with diacritics, or, in rare cases, into special signs, with a one-to-
one correspondence in both directions (biuniqueness). Transliteration, whether of
separate graphs or graphic words, is given in angle brackets: ¢. It is used in this
book alongside the Arabic notation to ensure the precision of description on the
one hand and to facilitate the reading to those that do not have a good command
of Arabic, on the other hand.

The transliteration system proposed for the present book uses mostly sym-
bols borrowed from the Romanization systems used in Arabic Studies for SA,
modified and expanded with the addition of some other signs'. The translitera-
tion symbols are generally intended to reflect the most typical phonetic value
of a given graph in SA or MA or, in less frequent cases, its shape. 42 primary
graphs are distinguished. They include the 28 elements of the Arabic alphabet,
for which the term ‘letter’ is reserved, the bare hamza sign: = o>, and modifi-
cations of these letters consisting in adding the hamza or the madda signs and
changing the number and/or position of the dots and strokes. The graphs are
given in Table 1, with their four forms depending on their graphic environ-
ment, i.e. whether they are or are not connected to the preceding and following
graph?.

! A complex system for transliterating Arabic script with special characters is proposed
and used in Mumin & Versteegh (2014: 12-21). However, the symbols used there to reflect the
writing practices in numerous African languages would lack transparency in a study devoted
to MA.

2 Since some graphs (non-connectors) are never connected to the following graph, even in the
word-medial position, and because the graph <o» is never connected on either side, the factor deter-
mining the shape of a graph is the environment, and not its position in a word, as is misleadingly
stated in some presentations of Arabic script. Hence, the terms ‘initial’, ‘medial’ and ‘final’ used here
refer to the position in a group of letters connected with one another. Coulmas (2003: 123) calls it
a ‘writing group’ and remarks that it does not always concide with a graphic word. For instance, the
graph J <> is word-medial in the SA graphic word ¢J« <mloy> mal?" “(the act of) filling’, but is final
in its writing group.
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Table 1. The transliteration system

Isolated Nonisolated forms Transliteration
form
Final Medial Initial
| L L | @
i L L i @&
i L L i &>
) L L ) @
< - -~ - <b>
< S =+ = N
& [y 4 3 <>
& [y A 35 ®
d & -~ = &
[« < = - v
< &= e = x>
d & = < ©
3 X A 2 <«d>
3 kY kY 3 «>
B > > 2 <>
B > > B} 2>
o = - - <S>
o O i & >
ua o - - >
L oA —a - «@
L n N . ®
L L da L @
< & - - ©
¢ & = < @
s — - =2 ¢
a* & 3 3 >
(“ory) (=or &) (<fp or <f))
& & 5 4 <«
ax i A 3 >
(Sord) (Eord) (cvp or V)
& el < < <k>
s S 3 K &
L* L £ S @

12



d 4 1 J <>
e &~ - - <am»
O Cr =y | <>
. 4 . iy <>
B i / / <t
3 S S K} W>
5 k3 k3 / WD
¢ - / / @
¢ & -+ = <y>
s = - / W
. . s / <0>

Notes

A slash / means that a graph is not used in a given position.

* For the discussion of these graphs, see Sect. III.1.

Since the graph &, i.e. a & <8 with three extra dots below, the use of which has been recorded in MA (Lerchundi
1900: 4 [1872: 5, footnote 1]), does not occur in the texts examined within the framework of the present study
nor has been described in recent scholarly literature, it is not included in the table.

The vocalization signs, i.e. the secondary graphs, are generally considered
irrelevant for the purposes of this study. They are transliterated as superscript
vowels reflecting their function in SA: The fatha, -, marking short a in SA, is
transliterated as <», the kasra, - , marking short i, is transliterated as <> and the
damma, *, marking short u, is transliterated as <*>. The $adda, which in SA marks
the lengthening (gemination) of a consonsant or semivowel, is transliterated as <>
following a given transliteration symbol. The sukin, which in SA marks the ab-
sence of a vowel after a consonant, but in MA can also mark a (cf. Aguadé 2006:
256), is tranliterated as a superscript bullet <> following a given transliteration
symbol. The tanwin, i.e. -, - or %, is transliterated as a superscript &%, <" or <",
respectively. Space is transliterated as a low line: < »>. For instance, > dayman
‘always’ is transliterated as «dayma®»; <l %4 3 fad I-guirraf ‘this water jar’ is
transliterated as <had_al'g'r<af>.

Apart from transliteration, broad transcription, combining phonological and
morphological representations, is given for every SA and MA graphic word, in
italics, with hyphens separating affixed units (such as the definite articles, suf-
fixed pronouns, some prepositions, particles and conjunctions). For MA, the
symbols and notation follow those used in Aguadé & Benyahia (2005). Some of
the symbols differ significantly from their corresponding IPA characters: ¢ = [6],
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g=I[ds],z2=[3], ¢=[{], h=[h], d=[0], S=[J1. &£ = [y], y = []. A dot bellow a let-
ter, except for /, signals pharyngealization, e.g. s = [s*], Z= [3'], etc.’. The symbols
a, rand i, used in transliterating SA, represent long vowels. Reflecting some kind
of an idealized spoken norm, the transcription system adopted in the present study
is thus a systematic transcription, which arguably is sufficient for our present pur-
poses. An alternative choice, i.e. using impressionistic transcription, which would
reflect all of the phonetic features of a given phonetic word, has been rejected for
a number of reasons. First, a graphic word may represent more than one phonetic
word. Second, certain phonetic features, such as affricatization or the exact pho-
netic value of some vowels, are never reflected in writing and are irrelevant for
our considerations. Finally, in most cases, phonetic transcription is not necessary
for elucidating the aspects under analysis. It is supplied, in square brackets, [],
only in special cases, if the phonetic form of an element under discussion is at
odds with the broad transcription used*.

In quoting Arabic data from other authors, the original notation is retained, ex-
cept for those taken from Harrell (1962): four of the transliteration symbols used
there are replaced as follows: e > 2,0 > u, & > {and z > h.

As a rule, graphic words are analyzed and represented regardless of their
graphic environments. However, if there is a possibility that the graphy of a given
graphic word is influenced by a neighbouring one, this is taken into consideration.

The full description of every graphic word used as an example comprises: its
(photo)graphic reproduction, transliteration, abbreviation — in parentheses — indi-
cating its source (see References, under Primary sources) with the page and line
number (the superscript means ‘the n-th line from the top’, the subscript — ‘the
n-th line from the bottom’), transcription and English translation. Whenever nec-
essary, the heterograph represented on the left is referred to as Form A, or simply
A, and the one represented on the right as Form B, or simply B.

* Pharyngealization is one of the two phonetic manifestations of emphasis in MA, the other one
being velarization (cf. e.g. Caubet 2008: 275).
* For a detailed presentation of the sounds of MA, see Aguadé (2003).



Introduction

For some time now, writing activity in MA® has been experiencing relatively con-
siderable progress. Moroccans communicate more and more in written form in
non-formal situations, via the Internet and mobile phones, and they seldom do
this in SA. Written MA is also used for advertising purposes and in the press, both
printed and electronic. Since the middle of the 20th century, an increasing amount
of printed literary texts has been being published in MA, although this growth
is by far not as intensive as in Egypt, where books written in the local variety of
Arabic are easily available nearly in any modern bookshop. It is this type of text,
more specifically prose and theatre pieces, that will be of interest to us here.
Putting aside the issue of MA being written with the use of the Latin alphabet®,
the present study is devoted to how it is written with the use of Arabic script, used
primarily for writing SA. In this respect, SA, the official, formal and prestigious
variety of Arabic, has the status of a donor language. Since MA, not unlike other
Arabic dialects’, is considered as low prestige and thus unfit for being a vehicle
of formal written communication, its spelling has not been standardized by any
official body. Instead, it is created, often collectively, by authors, editors and pub-
lishers, who, in this specific function, will be jointly referred to as ‘spellers’®.
Since the phonetics, phonology, morphology and vocabulary of MA differ,
sometimes significantly, from those of SA, the orthographic principles of the latter
cannot always be easily adopted for writing in the former. Therefore, they are of-
ten modified, disregarded or deliberately violated. The lack of generally acknowl-
edged spelling rules for MA — in contrast to SA, the orthography of which is gov-
erned by relatively strict norms — and the fact that authors writing in MA create
their own spelling rules but often do not feel obliged to stick to them throughout
the entire text makes its graphy unstable and fraught with variational heterography

° A term often used in both scholarly and popular literature to refer to MA is d-dariza (darija
in English and French), a word borrowed from SA 4 Al (AW) (al-luga) ad-dariga ‘the colloquial
(language)’.

¢ Like many other important Arabic dialects, MA is often written in Latin script in the Internet
and SMS communication (Caubet 2004, 2012, 2013; Moscoso 2009), but sometimes also in the
press (Benitez Fernandez 2012a). The translation Hhi. is a rather isolated example of a literary work
written in MA with the use of this script.

7 Maltese, with its special history, structure and status of a national language, is a notable
exception.

8 T am using this term in this meaning after Carney (1994).
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— a phenomenon consisting in more than one graphic word corresponding to one
phonetic word (see Sect. I11.2.1. for details). Variational heterography, a pervasive
trait of MA spelling, can occur even in a text written by a single author, on a single
page and in a single line. Example (1) shows a pair of heterographs occurring in
one line.

Myl 51yl

<almray (N 30,) <almrah> (N 30,)
l2-mya ‘woman®?

In (2), two different graphies are used for the same phonetic word repeated in
a correlative conjunction.

@ N S g

SswWa» «swa> (DB 212, )
swa... swa... ‘either... or...’

Graphic multiplets, i.e. sets of more than two different graphic words for one
phonetic word, are easy to find in MA, even within a single text. For instance, the
negated future auxiliary ma gadi-s has three heterographs in three adjacent lines
in N:

O hale e ghalile  Jhuad L

«ma_gady$> (N 2912) «magady$> (N 29'%) «ma_gdy$> (N 29'%)
ma gadi-$ ‘not going to’ (negated future marker)

A yet greater number of heterographs can be identified if various sources are
compared. Below, eleven heterographs of the MA phrase had $-Si ‘this’ illustrate
how numerous they can be, especially for frequently used words (the vocalization
signs are disregarded).

@ S ol 25l a6 oo S
<hdsy> <hadsy» <hadSy>  <hd_Sy» <had Sy> <had Sy>
(QQ46,) (Sa.221%) (§D 107, (IM 53)) (Da. 55,) (HB46")

16



<hd alsy» <had_alSy» <had_alSy» <hda_alSy» <had_alsy»
(XM 55% (Ba. 43%) (HB 47") (HD21)) (DK 22.)
had §-8i “this’, lit. ‘this thing’

Heterographs may differ from one another in more than one respect. The three
basic types of heterography are: (i) qualitative, when different graphs are used,
(i1) quantitative, when a graph is present in one graphic word and absent in an-
other, and (iii) linear, when one heterograph is written without a space and another
contains a space. Example (4) shows that heterography can also be mixed, i.e.
combine two or more basic types. And it is very often the case.

The MA graphy is a triply complex macrosystem: First, there is not one Mo-
roccan Arabic dialect but a bundle of Moroccan dialects. Second, there exist
a number of different individual spelling microsystems. Third, these are usually
internally unstable. Nevertheless, the graphic macrosystem of MA does work:
texts written in it are readable without greater difficulties. This suggests that the
existence of the area of variation, used by spellers quite extensively and imagi-
natively, does not result in serious comprehension problems and that apart from
these shifting sands there must be a core of stability.

The task of describing such an unstable object may be difficult but it is worth
undertaking since we are currently witnessing an intensified crystallization of
what in the future may evolve into a system of generally acknowledged spell-
ing norms. In other words, the current graphic unstability of MA is most prob-
ably a stage preceding, by an unspecified period of time, standardization. This is
a stage which most languages with standardized orthography have passed through.
However, even without any standardizing aspirations in mind, the phenomenon of
written MA deserves investigation for theoretical linguistic reasons as it repre-
sents a natural, spontaneous stage of the development of a writing system in which
no regulatory and restrictive powers intervene. Examining it gives us an insight
into the relationships between the units of its graphic macrosystem as well as into
the linguistic awareness of its users.

The extant studies dealing with how modern Arabic dialects are written are
not very numerous and are primarily concerned with how particular sounds are
represented in writing (see Sect. II.1.). This issue is also discussed in the introduc-
tions to those text books and dictionaries of Arabic dialects in which Arabic script
is used. However, these presentations are merely of a practical character and do
not tell us much about the structure of the graphic system(s). The aim of the pres-
ent linguistic study is to provide a systematic non-normative and non-evaluative
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description of the graphic (macro)system of MA (used in literary texts), as far
as qualitative variation is concerned, and thus to fill, at least partly, a gap in our
knowledge about this fragment of the reality of MA, and, by extension, of the Ara-
bic language. My initial intention of providing a complete description of the three
types of heterography in MA — qualitative, quantitative and linear — had to be nar-
rowed down to the first type when the scope of research turned out to be too large
for one volume. The decision to limit the study to qualitative heterography may
seem to restrict the heterography landscape in the horizontal dimension. However,
in the vertical one, it allows us a more profound penetration of the problem. The
two remaining types of heterography will be hopefully studied and described in
the future.

Since the linguistic reality to be described, the MA graphic system, is an ab-
stract entity, it is accessible for empirical examination only indirectly via written
texts, which are its most tangible manifestation. The description is therefore based
on a corpus. It includes literary texts written by native speakers of MA and pub-
lished within a period of twenty years (1991-2012)°. Its character is synchronic,
as changes which might have occurred within the MA graphic system during this
time are not taken into consideration.

In order to describe this abstract system, the corpus is subjected to an analysis
consisting in reading the texts, extracting relevant data, i.e. pairs of heterographs
at the level of graphic words, establishing pairs of variants at the level of graphs
and finally categorizing them in a systematic way. The theoretical framework pro-
posed for this purpose will be based, to some extent, on structuralist concepts used
in phonetics and phonology as well as graphetics and graphemics. Since within
graphetics and graphemics, attention has been generally devoted to graphic sys-
tems which use Latin script (see, for instance, Glinther 1988: 64-98 for German),
some existing concepts need to be modified in order to make them capable of
capturing relevant phenomena characterizing Arabic script.

The study revolves around two axes. The first axis is the hypothesis that some
elements in MA graphic words are characterized by variation while others are not.
If this hypothesis is verified, the following questions arise: (1) Which elements
show variation and which do not? (2) What are the reasons for variation, i.e. what
are the spelling principles underlying the graphy of particular graphs? (3) Which
words are graphic invariants and why?'° (4) How ambiguous is MA graphy? (5)

 The year of publication of a text does not necessarily coincide with the year of its composi-
tion. This concerns, for instance, theatre pieces, some of which were written and staged in the 1970s
(cf. Langone 2008: 57).

10 A similar question was asked by Hoogland (2013: 68): “What do these words [i.e. words that
have only one spelling variant throughout his corpus — M.M.] have in common that would explain
this uniformity in their spelling?”. However, his answer (according to which these words contain

18



What system is constituted by relations between the units of MA graphy (graphs)?
At present, only qualitative variational heterography and qualitative invariants are
investigated, but absolute graphic invariants are obviously the most interesting
issue from the theoretical and descriptive point of view. They are also of greatest
importance for a possible future standardization of the MA graphy. The second
axis is an attempt at establishing an inventory of MA graphemes on the basis of
the variational properties of graphs. In order to do this, it needs to be decided what
relations between the graphs of MA and what other factors are relevant for clas-
sifying particular graphs into graphemes.

The description of such a complex entity as the MA spelling system requires
some idealizations and simplifications because not every aspect of the problem
can be taken into consideration. One such aspect that could not be properly inves-
tigated in this study is the exact frequency of particular graphies, an issue that has
not been considered to be of great relevance for our principal concerns. However,
whether a form is frequently used or marginal and exceptional is always signalled
in the text.

The results of the study are intended to contribute to Arabic linguistics, but also
to enrich the general linguistic knowledge about the systems of writing used for
various languages. Apart from providing theoretical insights, they may be practi-
cally useful for anyone interested in developing and using a systematic graphy of
MA (authors writing literature, dictionaries or course books, teachers, etc.).

only one long vowel, which might explain “the agreement on the representation of the vowels”,
and that these words do not have SA cognates, which could inspire disagreement) accounts for only
a fragment of the MA graphic reality.
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The corpus

The corpus consists of nearly 1900 printed pages representing 32 literary texts
written by native users of MA and published in Morocco (with two exceptions
which appeared in Lebanon and Syria)''. Analyzing a larger number of texts rep-
resenting one single genre has been preferred to examining a corpus composed
of various genres, for instance: press and electronic sources such as the Internet
social networking services, chat rooms, Internet forums, etc., in order to avoid the
necessity of accounting for possible graphic pecularities of particular text genres.
The literary works included in the corpus are both prose and drama texts pub-
lished in the form of printed books. A list of their titles with their abbreviations
used throughout this book is given in References, under The Corpus. Some of
these works are written entirely in MA or contain chapters or longer passages in
this variety, while others are written mostly in SA but contain isolated MA words,
phrases or sentences. Poetic fragments are generally not taken into consideration
because of the risk that the form of a given graphic word is a result of licentia
poetica or stylization. Words occurring in poetic contexts are used on condition
that they can be considered free of these influences. Well-established borrowings
from other languages, mostly French and Spanish, are treated as belonging to
MA, whereas foreign expressions resulting from code-switching or code-mixing
transcribed into Arabic script are not analyzed in this work.

The texts included in the corpus are not stylistically and lexically uniform.
Some, e.g. HB or MX, represent a very colloquial style, which would correspond
to what Youssi refers to as “arabe marocain quotidien” (1992: 25-26). Some oth-
ers, e.g. Rh., are written in a more educated variety, situated closer to SA, used in
spoken formal situations, avoiding regional features and known from Moroccan
radio and television, which Youssi terms “arabe marocain moderne” (1992: 25).

The analysis of written sources of this kind is fraught with particular practical
problems. Since there is no digitized and indexed corpus of MA texts that could
be used, paper editions analyzed in a traditional way, i.e. read visually, constituted
my only source of data. Some of the titles have been digitized by Google (Google

' The corpus does not include collections of proverbs. Spelling systems used or proposed by
both Westerners and Arabs in scholarly works, such as Otten & Hoogland (1983), al-Fast (1986:
25-28), al-Midlaw1 (2001) and Durand (2004), as well as in didactic publications, e.g. Hoogland
(1996), Benjelloun (1998), Moscoso Garcia (2006) and Moroccan Arabic (2011), are a separate
phenomenon and are not taken into consideration.
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Books) but this tool turned out to be of limited use because it offers, at best, only
a snippet view for them, normally with no page number indication and often very
poorly OCRed; there is no possibility to purchase a complete digital copy, either.
Google Books was an auxiliary tool used for targeted queries for some forms,
which each time had to be localized in the paper editions.

Putting together a collection of printed MA literary texts has not been an easy
task. There is no bibliography of such works that one could rely on. They are not
easily available either. The choice of modern titles written in MA in big and small
bookstores in Rabat and Casablanca was limited to three in 2012 and it decreased
to two upon my return two years later (without counting some collections of po-
etry). Some titles are hard to find in Moroccan state libraries. In this respect, my
visits to the Library of the King Abdul-Aziz Al Saoud Foundation for Islamic
Studies and Human Sciences in Casablanca were most rewarding. However, since
my practical access to its resources was restricted by the library’s rules prohibit-
ing any photographing and allowing only a part of every book to be photocopied,
some books are only partly analyzed.



I. Written Moroccan Arabic
and Written Standard Arabic

The term ‘Moroccan Arabic’ should not suggest that there is one homogeneous
Arabic dialect used in Morocco. Instead, it is normally used to refer to a group of
varieties of Arabic spoken in this country. The area of what is nowadays Morocco
was Arabized in two stages: the Islamic conquest in the 7" century and the con-
quest by the tribe of Bant Hilal in the 12" century. These two migration waves
are reflected in the two strata of dialects: pre-Hilalian and Hilalian. Heath (2002:
1-12) classifies Moroccan Arabic dialects into four major groups (the list below is
based on a summary in Aguadé 2008: 288):

(i) the northern type (sedentary, pre-Hilalian): Tangier, Tetouan, Jbala, ancient medina of
Rabat, Fes, Sefrou, Taza, etc.,

(ii) the Saharan type (Hilalian, Bedouin but now sedentary): Hassaniyya in Saharan towns
like Mhamid, Tata, Goulimine, Bedouin dialects (e.g. Z{ir) in the plains between Rabat
and Casablanca,

(iii) the central type (Hilalian, sedentary, rural): dialects of Oujda, Atlantic coast south of
Rabat, Casablanca, rural dialects around Fes and Sidi Kasem, Atlantic coast south of Casa-
blanca, El Jadida, Essaouira, Marrakesh, Skura, etc.,

(iv) the Jewish dialects (pre-Hilalian, sedentary): in the traditional Moroccan towns, now
almost completely disappeared.

This polydialectal situation is witnessing a process of koineization. The modern
koine, based on the dialect of Casablanca, has developed as a result of the in-
creasing influence of this commercial, industrial and political metropolis to which
speakers of rural dialects are attracted in great numbers. This variety, most wide-
spread in Morocco, is “structurally closest to the «central» type in its basic pho-
nology (...) and grammar” (Heath 2002: 10). By way of simplification, it is this
koine that is often referred to as the ‘Moroccan Arabic’.

As elsewhere in the Arab world, MA exists in the sociolinguistic situation of
diglossia (Ferguson 1959 is the seminal paper on this concept). Diglossia means
that a linguistic community uses two different but genetically related varieties of
a language, usually characterizable as high and low, the functions of which are
mostly complementary. The use of MA, the low variety with no codified stan-
dard for its spoken and written forms, is limited to determined, primarily oral,
communicative situations, such as private conversation, popular music, popular
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poetry and films of a secular character as well as written texts intended to reflect
orality, e.g. theatre plays, comic strips or some dialogue parts in prose texts. This
variety is acquired naturally by children by exposure in their domestic environ-
ment. Characterized as being of low prestige, it is sometimes considered by its
very users to be a corrupted version of the real and pure language'?. By contrast,
the high variety, SA (Literary Arabic, al-Sarabiyya al-fusha) has a codified stan-
dard for its both spoken and written forms'*. Normally not resorted to in ordinary
conversation, it is generally used in official situations such as public political and
religious speeches, the press, television and radio news, books, including belles
lettres, as well as science and education. The SA variety has no native speakers,
but is acquired, to various degrees, sometimes on a very poor or passive level, by
way of official instruction in schools'.

12 On the other hand, it seems that Arabs have a very intimate relation to their dialects, which is
usually ignored or underestimated in the sociolinguistic descriptions. Arabs tend to see in their dia-
lects the repository of their inner, private and social life, which should not be exposed to outsiders.
These should be rather impressed with the richness, intricacy and deep-rootedness of SA.

3 To be precise, being used in an extended area and having no pan-Arab authoritative regulato-
ry organization to unify it, SA cannot be absolutely homogeneous. It suffices to have a look into one
of its standard dictionaries, for instance Wehr (1980, and other editions), to find words or graphies
the use of which is limited to particular countries and regions. As observed by Diem (2006: 2), SA
is chiefly standardized as far as writing and morphology are concerned, whereas pronunciation and
vocabulary are characterized by regional peculiarities. He also adds that the reason for the impres-
sion of the uniformity of SA is the confusing multitude and diversity of Arabic dialects.

4 This dichotomous model has been found to be insufficient to properly account for the lan-
guage situation in the Arabophone world. Descriptions have been proposed using the concept of
multiglossia (polyglossia), i.e. a continuum of particular varieties or levels between which speakers
can shift during one conversation (e.g. Badaw1 1973; El-Hassan 1978; Meiseles 1980; Kaye 1994).
As Bassiouney (2009: 15) observes, since such levels have no clear boundaries, “one could theoreti-
cally propose an infinite number of levels”. Alosh (2005: 7) decisively argues against the “compart-
mentalization of styles into discrete language varieties”.

Similar insights have also been made for the sociolinguistic situation of Arabic in Morocco. It
has been described with the use of such concepts as triglossia, in which SA is differentiated from
CA, and quadriglossia, in which, in addition, MA is differentiated from Educated MA (Ennaji 2005:
47-50). According to Youssi (1992, 1995), the Moroccan triglossic model comprises: (1) arabe
marocain (Moroccan Arabic, i.e. “Moroccan dialectal varieties in the daily and intimate usage”),
(2) arabe marocain moderne (Modern Moroccan Arabic, also referred to as the middle variety
[arabe moyen), i.e. ‘the formal pan-Moroccan variety, intermediate between I’ AM [arabe marocain],
and I’AL [I’arabe littéral]’), and (3) arabe littéral (Literary Arabic, i.e. ‘the ancient and modern vari-
eties of written Arabic, irrespective of the period’) (Youssi 1992: 16-17). Ennaji emphasizes that the
sociolinguistic complexity of Morocco makes this country different from the rest of the Arab world
(2005: 6-7), with Berber covering “the domains of home and street” together with MA and with
French having “functions and domains which overlap with those of Standard Arabic, in addition to
covering the private sector, science, and technology” (2005: 2). Bilingualism or multilingualism are
other important linguistic characteristics of Moroccan society.
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The primary domain of SA is writing but it also functions in speech (television,
radio, public communication, education). By contrast, until recently, most Arabic
dialects had functioned almost exclusively in speech. Literature written in dialect
had been considered to be of low grade, since the only ‘true’ language of literature
was SA, close to Classical Arabic, in which the Quran was revealed and classical
and canonical texts were written. The complementarity balance, however, seems
to have been tipped in favour of SA. As Bauer observes, nowadays, more people
have knowledge of SA than before and it is used in speech on an everyday basis,
while written dialect is still by far an exception (Bauer 1996: 1488, cf. also Diem
2006: 87-95 and Langone 2008). Nevertheless, in some parts of the Arab world,
notably in Egypt and Lebanon, the dialect has begun to be perceived by some
groups and individuals as an exponent of national, or at least regional, identity. To
a lesser extent, this is also visible in Morocco, where since the 2000s'3, MA has
had its champions on the literary, artistic, social, academic and journalistic levels.
The use and empowering of MA is outspokenly advocated by figures such as the
linguist YAbd al-Rahim Y1sT [Abderrahim Youssi] (e.g. Youssi 2013), author of
a grammar of MA (Youssi 1992)'¢, and writers Fouad Laroui (Laroui 2011) and
Murad §Alami, author of a number of literary translations into MA and a “novel in
the vernacular Moroccan language” (included in the corpus as RA.). MA has also
received some legal acknowledgement: Article 5 of the Moroccan Constitution of
2011 stipulates that the State acts to protect “the dialects and cultural expressions”
(al-lahagat wa-t-ta$birat at-taqafiyya) used in Morocco.

The change of attitudes towards dialect and new communication technolo-
gies such as the Internet (social networking services, blogs, forums, etc.), SMS
messages and others have enabled the vernacular varieties to be used in everyday
informal electronic communication in written form, in the Arabic or Latin script
(for Arabic in general, cf. Belnap & Bishop 2003; for MA: Berjaoui 2001; Benitez
Fernandez 2003; Caubet 2004, 2008: 274, 2012: 388-399, 2013, 2017 and Srhir
2016: 113-115). It is also used by some media, both printed and electronic (for
MA see Aguadé 2012; Benitez Fernandez 2012a and b; Miller 2012, 2017; Caubet
2012; Elinson 2013: 717-719; Hoogland 2013b, 2018; Langone 2003 and Srhir
2016: 110-113). As for literary creation, the dialect has started to be used in this

15 Cf. Miller (2017: 91), who observes, in addition: “it is only in the late 1980s, early 1990s
that the first public stands toward the valorization of darija started to emerge” (p. 93). Elinson (2017:
194) places the beginning of the discussion around the topic of writing in MA as far back as in the
mid-1970s.

6 To be precise, it is a grammar of what the author refers to as Modern Moroccan Arabic
(arabe marocain moderne), which is a form intermediate (moyen) between various Moroccan Ara-
bic vernaculars and SA. As Durand (2004: 40) points out, this book is a historic work for more than
one reason: it is of considerable scope (485 pages), was written by a Muslim native speaker of the
described variety and was published in Morocco.
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function on a larger scale, not only in poetry and theatre plays, but also in prose
works'”. This does not apply to some Arab countries, for instance, to Algeria,
where it is nearly impossible to publish works in the dialect (Langone 2008: 54),
or Syria, where the only literary work in Syrian Arabic I was able to get hold of
in the numerous bookshops of Damascus in 2003 and 2004 (and I would be very
surprised if the situation should have changed a lot by now) was the transcript of
a popular radio drama, thus, a text primarily destined for oral performance. There
are, however, countries in which more and more texts written in dialect are pub-
lished every year. Egypt, with EA, the indisputable leader as far as written literary
production in dialect is concerned (see Rosenbaum 2004 on this dialect gaining
the status of a language of written literature and Elinson 2013: 727, footnote 4,
for bibliography), is followed by Lebanon in this respect. As for modern literary
creation in MA, it is considerably less rich!®. Its use in contemporary belles lettres,
including literary translations (see Elinson 2013: 723-726), has been described
from a broader perspective by Ferrando (2012a), Elinson (2013: 719-726), Miller
(2015, 2017) and Srhir (2016: 103-110), while studies devoted to one or more
specific cases are: Aguadé (2005, 2008: 295, 2013), Ferrando (2012b), Langone
(2006) and Hoogland (2013b). Let us remark at this point that despite the growing
activity in the sphere of literary creation in MA, books of this kind are rarely avail-
able in bookshops and many of them are confined to library shelves.

I.1. Written Standard Arabic

The relation high variety—low variety (standard language—dialect) which binds
SA and MA in terms of functions and prestige is reflected in another one: that of
donor-recipient as far as script is concerned'. Since SA is the prestigious variety
with a long writing tradition, it is natural for MA to borrow from it its graphic

7" As Cachia observes, texts “of artistic quality” written in dialect “have long existed, even
outside folk literature”; what was problematic was their acceptance within the literary canon (Cachia
2010: 190). On the use of Arabic dialects, in general, in literary production see Diem (1974: 96-125),
Grotzfeld (1982), Bauer (1996: 1488-1490), Davies (2006), Walther (2010: 189) and Cachia (2010).

8 Colin (1986: 1207) outlines the oldest poetical tradition in MA, the earliest texts being speci-
mens of the poetry of the towns preserved in Ibn Khaldin’s al-Mugaddima, poems in honour of the
Prophet, and zagal (all in the Spanish Arabic dialect). The dialectal poetry in the period that followed
was referred to as malhin (see Pellat 1991), the first known and most famous gasida in malhiin being
that by al-MagrawT (16th c.). For the contemporary situation of zaga/ see Elinson (2017).

19" Arabic script has been adapted, for a larger or shorter period of time, for many other lan-
guages, the most notable cases being Persian, Turkish and Urdu (see Daniels 2013: 425 for a non-
exhaustive list). The situation of MA, like other Arabic dialects, is special in this respect since in this
case both the donor and the recipient are closely related genetically and structurally.
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system and adapt it for its own needs®. It is not necessary to present the historical
background of this script here?', yet of importance is to mention the existence of
two orthographic traditions, which, following Mumin & Versteegh (2014: 6-7),
will be referred to as the Hafs tradition and the Wars tradition. They are associated
with the two major Quran readers and exegetists, 2Abtl {Amr Hafs ibn Sulayman
ibn al-Mugira al-Kafi (d. 796) and §Utman ibn SaS1d Wars al-QurasT al-Misr1 (d.
812). The Hafs tradition became dominant in the East of the Arab world, while the
Wars tradition established itself in its Western parts. In addition to the issues of
correct pronunciation and interpretation of the Quran, they differed in the form of
the graphs marking three sounds: f, g and n (Mumin & Versteegh 2014: 6-7). Rem-
nants of this divergence can still be seen today: While the prevalent SA graphy of
fand g in the entire Arabophone world is < «f> and & «, respectively, in some
texts printed in Morocco, the graphs with a different pointing (nagt), < < and &
<fq>, are used (see Sect. I11.1.)%. The fact that these two sounds were written dif-
ferently by people in the West (Pahl al-Magrib) and in the East (Pahl al-Masrig)
was well known to the classical Arabic philologists concerned with the art of writ-
ing, both in the West (e.g. al-Dant 1997: 37) and in the East (e.g. al-Qalqasandi
[n.d.]: 154). Other significant geographical differences concern the notation of
the word-medial glottal stop by means of the hamza sign (see Parkinson 1990),
the use of the so-called Egyptian ya?, i.e. marking word-final 7 by means of < <&,
typically marking @*, or the notation of foreign sounds, particularly g (cf. Badawi
et al. 2004: 17-19). This divergence results, to a considerable degree, from the

20 The Latin script, with digits adapted for marking some sounds specific to Arabic, is another
solution chosen by some native users of Arabic (Caubet 2004, 2012, 2013; Moscoso 2009; Benitez
Fernandez 2012a). One can thus speak of a digraphy, albeit not acknowledged or standardized, in
the dialectal sphere of the Arabophone world. The informal Latin-based writing system for Arabic
has no established name, but usually it is referred to as al-{arabizi (a blend of {arabt ‘Arabic’ and
Zinglizi ‘English’), {arabiyyat ad-dardasa (‘the chatting Arabic’) or al-franki. Ubiquitous in the
Internet and mobile phones, this phenomenon is especially interesting insofar as it is not always used
as an alphabetical system for representing the phonetic form of spoken utterances but often retains
the Semitic spelling principles of not marking short vowels or assimilations, e.g. that of the definite
article al-. In this respect, this system is sometimes very close to the transliteration of Arabic script
into Latin characters.

21 For the origin and development of Arabic script see Gruendler (2006) and Daniels (2013:
420-424,2014). For the development of SA orthography, see Diem (1976, 1979-1983, 1982), Gold-
enberg (2013: 38-39) and Saiegh-Haddad & Henkin-Roitfarb (2014: 15-19).

2 In addition, a specific calligraphic style, al-maghribi, originated in the Western parts of the
Arab world (see Houdas 1886; van den Boogert 1989; ?Afa & al-Magrawi 2007 and Gacek 2008),
but it has no direct relevance for the matters we are concerned with in the present work.

# The double phonetic function of s & is reflected in the lack of unanimity among Arab phi-
lologists on how this graph should be referred to. Some authors (e.g. Qabbis 1984: 103, 106) call
it “ya? without dots”, while others (e.g. al-?Asmar 1988: 63) consider it a type of the Palif, viz. the
so-called Palif magsiira (‘shortened 2alif’), which has “the form of ya? without dots”.
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lack of an efficient regulatory body whose orthographic authority would extend
over the entire Arab world. The national Arabic language academies in Damascus,
Cairo, Baghdad, Amman, Tunis and Rabat exert only regional influence, while
the Union of the Arabic Language Academies, established in 1971, is concerned
mainly with standardizing terminology (Sawaie 2007: 640). The SA orthographic
norms, usually referred to as (qawa$id) al-?imla? (from 2amla ‘to dictate’), are
a frequent topic of didactic publications, e.g. Qabbis (1984), al-?Asmar (1988),
Hariin (1993), al-TabbaS (1993) and Hasanayn & Sahata (1998), and are some-
times included in manuals of Arabic grammar, e.g. al-Galayini (2002 [1912]: 265-
283) and Dahdah (1989: 12-14). There have been various proposals for reforming
Arabic script, accounts of which are Al-Toma (1961), Meynet (1971) and Hamza-
oui (1975).

1.2. An outline of Standard Arabic graphy

The SA alphabet (al-?alifba?) is an inventory of 28 letters (primary graphs, see
Sect. III.1. for this term). The Arabic script is not an alphabetic system but an
abjad, i.e. a system in which only consonants are represented. Strictly speaking, it
is an imperfect abjad because, in most cases, long vowels, too, are represented by
means of letters (called, in this function, matres lectionis)*.

Most graphs of the SA alphabet connect with the following graphs and are re-
ferred to as connectors. The non-connectors, which do not show this feature, are:
the 2alif, whether bare, ! <a», or with a hamza, | &, ) <, or madda, | <@, as well as
2y, 2 <y, v <D, L, D<@, 5 <wW, 3 «<W»> and, finally, the hamza sign ¢ <o> with
no support, traditionally not counted as a letter of the alphabet (one of its oddities
being that it is never connected on either side). There is one obligatory ligature,
i.e. special shape for two connected graphs: ¥ for J and ! (instead of U)?*. Other
ligatures are facultative and depend on the handwriting or font used.

The shapes of the graphs of the Arabic script are modified depending on their
graphic environment, i.e. whether they are or are not connected to the preceding
and following graph, or, as Coulmas (2003: 123) puts it, depending on their posi-
tion in a writing group (see footnote 2). For instance, the four formally different
units: ¢, £, = and ¢ all represent one sound, g in SA, and belong to one graph: ¢
«@. It is superfluous to demonstrate that they belong to one set since it is known
by convention. The formal differences between them are determined purely by
linear-distributional factors (cf. the case of the Greek sigma, with two graphies:

2 As Daniels (2013: 415) remarks, a pure abjad was used only for writing Phoenician.
% This ligature has sometimes been counted as a 29th letter of the alphabet (Daniels 2013:
413).
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the non-word-final ¢ and the word-final ¢), therefore they are sometimes described
as positional variants of one grapheme (Polanski 2003c: 38). This issue is of no
special theoretical interest, but it will reappear in the context of the positional neu-
tralization of heterography in Sect. III.1. Some graphs are not allowed to occur in
certain positions and are obligatorily replaced. For instance, « <&», used primarily
to mark @ in SA, occurs only word-finally. If any graphic unit is attached finally,
this graph is obligatorily replaced by ! <a». Likewise, under same circumstances,
<h> is obligatorily replaced by < «t». Being systematically predictable and obvious,
such situations are of no further interest to us here.

The spelling of 2, the glottal stop, is governed by special historically moti-
vated rules. This sound is marked by means of ¢ <0», i.e. the symbol of the hamza2®
written directly on the line (traditionally not included in the alphabet, but con-
sidered a graph on its own in this study), or its combination with another letter
serving as its support. These letters are: | «a», i.e. the ?alif tawila (the hamza can
be written above or below it), s @, i.e. ya? without dots (called nabra), or 5 «<w>.
The resulting combinations: | <&, | @, s <y»> and 5 W, are considered separate
graphs in this work. Which one of these graphs is used depends on the position of
the sound within a word and its phonetic environment, but also other factors. One
of them is, for instance, whether the word-medial position of the letter to mark
? is accidentally medial (mutawassit aradan, al-? Asmar 1988: 180; termed also
‘quasi-medial’, §ibh mutawassit, by al-GalayIni 2002 [1912]: 273), i.e. caused by
attaching an affix to a graphic word ending in a hamza (? being the final radical of
the word), or if this position is inherently medial (in al-Galayini’s terms: ‘properly
medial’, mutawassit hagigatan, p. 273), i.e. the graph marking 2 being a non-final
radical of the word. To illustrate the graphy of ? in an accidentally medial posi-
tion: yagra?u ‘he reads’ has only one spelling: | & «yqré», i.e. ? is marked as | >,
its position being word-final. But yagra?iina ‘they™ read’, in which the position
of the graph to mark 7 becomes word-medial because of adding the plural suffix
-iina, can be written (1) ¢s30& <yqrwwny, with ? marked as 3 <#», i.e. in accor-
dance with the rules for its word-medial position, or (2) uslJ& <yqrawny, with ?
marked as | <&, i.e. as if its position is still word-final (al-?Asmar 1988: 180-181).
In al-?Asmar (1988: 129-193), a popular spelling book, more than thirty pages are
devoted to the issue of marking this sound (cf. also Badawi et al. 2004: 11-14 and
Parkinson 1990 for an analysis of inconsistencies in its spelling).

Some SA phonetic elements are marked in writing by means of additional
signs termed vocalization or, less often, vowelization (taskil). Vocalization signs
constitute a secondary graphic system, which, being unable to exist on its own, is

% In Arabic, this term refers both to the sound and the graphic symbol marking it.
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superposed on the largely self-sufficient primary system of graphs marking con-
sonants and long vowels?’. The vocalization signs are used to mark:

a. short vowels and vowellessness (the signs being termed harakat, see ‘Translit-
eration and transcription’ for details),

b. the nominal affix -n (the sign being referred to as tanwin, or ‘nunation’ in Eng-
lish, from niin, the name of the letter & <n» marking this consonant),

c. the lengthening (gemination) of consonants, elision and the sequence 7a (the
signs being termed Sadda, wasla and madda, respectively, known collectively
as dawabit).

The use of these signs is facultative because the phonetic units they represent can
nearly always be inferred from the context by readers having a sufficient com-
mand of Arabic (cf. the principle of economy in writing, below). The real usage
of vocalization can be described as a continuum with one extreme constituted by
fully vocalized texts, e.g. editions of sacred books (the Quran and the Holy Script)
and critical editions of classical texts, and the other by completely unvocalized
texts, e.g. a piece of news in a newspaper. In an average text, the general tendency
is to keep it close to no vocalization, the Sadda being most likely to be used, and
to mark vowels in ambiguous contexts, i.e. if the two (or more) different pronun-
ciations and meanings result in semantically coherent utterances. One single sign
may suffice to indicate the intended reading, as in (1), showing a news heading
from an online news service:

(1)

<azmh_alf®Im_ttsatd byn bgdad waqlym krdstan)*
Pazmat® I-Salam' tatasa$ad" bayna Bagdad wa-?iglim' Kurdistan
“The crisis of flag escalates between Baghdad and Kurdistan’.

Without the fatha - < marking a, the graphic word marked in bold would have the
form ala) <alSlm>, and thus would be ambiguous since another reading: al-§ilm' ‘of
science’ would be possible. As a matter of fact, the problem of semantic ambiguity
is relative and in most cases can or cannot be solved pro captu lectoris.

The use of vocalization signs can be quite unpredictable and irregular. Some-
times, they may be not written when they would be helpful, while at other times,

¥ One could also distinguish tertiary graphic signs, i.e. indications for reciting the Quran, and
perhaps even quaternary elements: ornamental fillings in Arabic calligraphy.

2 http://www.aljazeera.net/news/arabic/2017/4/2/ i 5S-al) s-asscp-selatialallda 51 (accessed
5 Dec 2017).
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more often, they are written when they are superfluous. The graphic word which
a vocalization sign is supposed to clarify may be clear even for a first-year student
of Arabic, as exemplified in (2).

@ s el G

swi afeel_dlk (Taf. 26%)
sawfa Paf¥al* dalika
‘I will do that’

The fatha & is absolutely redundant here as the unvocalized graphic word <«af¥l
can have no other reading than ?2af{al' ‘I do’ in this context.

In classical writing, it was a common practice to signal the exact phonetic
form of a word by means of the dabt, i.e. describing in words whether a given let-
ter is dotless (muhmala) or has so and so many dots (e.g. mutallata ‘tripled’, i.e.
triply dotted), whether it is followed by a (maftitha or bi-I-fath), u (madmiima or
bi-d-damm), | (maksiira or bi-l-kasr) or no vowel at all (maskiina or bi-t-taskin).
Instances of this procedure can be occasionally encountered in contemporary us-
age as well, for example in the following phrase:

(3)  eladl opSuds ¢ s Lgualil
<dnadyha_hbybty_btskyn_alhao> (FB 66, )
2unadi-ha hbibt-i bi-taskini I-ha?

‘I call her hbibti (my love), with a vowelless 4’

The dabt is used here, instead of a sukiin, to indicate that the graphic word (i
<hbybty> represents the dialectal hbibti ‘my love’, not SA habibati, although it is
used in a SA context.

The redundancy of vocalization is strictly linked to an important feature of the
Arabic script: context-dependence, i.e. the role of context in solving representa-
tional and semantic ambiguities. Only exceptionally does this context-dependence
concern letters, i.e. the primary signs. This is, for instance, the case of the follow-
ing graphic expression:

e D N

«wha tnzr ala bhyrhy (Tag. 2457)
wa-hiya tanzur* ?ila buhayra™ ‘and she is looking at a lake’
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or
wa-hiya tanzur* ?ilayya bi-hayra™ ‘and she is looking at me with perplexity’

The phrase is taken from a book published in Egypt, where the graph < <&, apart
from marking the final 4, is also used to mark the final 7 or y. Because of its phonetic
ambiguity, the graphic word which contains it is ambiguous, too. It may represent
either: 2ila “at, to’ or Zilayya ‘at me’ (each reading entails a different reading of the
graphic word that follows: buhayra™ ‘a lake’ or bi-hayra™ ‘with perplexity’, respec-
tively). However, the context (there is no lake to be seen and the first-person narrator
speaks of a woman talking to him) allows only the latter interpretation.

Variational heterography, i.e. the use of various graphies for the same phonetic
word, can be encountered in SA, although its standardization makes this phenom-
enon seem rather infrequent, especially in comparison with the graphy of Arabic
dialects. Linear variational heterography in SA is rather rare®. It concerns, e.g.,
the compound conjunction kay-Ia ‘in order not to’, which can be spelt >uS <kylas
or ¥ S «ky lar (e.g. al-?Asmar 1988: 282). More instances are found if non-ca-
nonical graphies are taken into consideration. For instance, the orthographic rules
require the auxiliary ma zala ‘to keep on, not to cease’ to be spelt JI) W «ma_zal,
but the graphy J/ 3 «mazal> is very often used. Contrary to classical rules, teo-
phoric names, for instance {4bd al-Karim, lit. ‘Servant of the Generous’, have
frequently continuous graphy, viz. s Slae «Gbdalkrymy, instead of being written
as two graphic words: =8 xe «¢bd alkrymy. Quantitative variational heterogra-
phy affects mostly loanwords and foreign proper names, e.g. film ‘film, movie’ is
spelt as both L «fylm» and & «flm>, but also some native Arabic words, e.g. mia
‘hundred’ is written 4% (mayh> and 4% myh»*°. Qualitative variational heterogra-
phy in SA can often be observed in marking foreign sounds such as g, e.g. garaz
‘garage’ is usually spelt !> «gragy in Egypt, but z!_S «krag> in Syria. It also af-
fects native Arabic words: Thus, the final 7 or y has two graphies ¢ <y> and s <@,
e.g. Zilay-ya ‘to me’ can be written ! <aly> or ! <ald>. The variational spelling of
? was mentioned some paragraphs earlier. Some of these phenomena, including
the qualitative graphy, are mirrored in the graphy of MA, and will be discussed in
respective paragraphs.

¥ Discontinuous and continuous graphy are described in traditional Arabic grammar under the
headings fas! ‘separating’ and was/ ‘joining’, respectively (e.g. al-?Asmar 1988: 279-299).

% In traditional Arabic grammar, the issue of quantitative variational heterography is described
in terms of two procedures: ziyada ‘addition, augmentation’ and hadf ‘deletion’ (e.g. al-?Asmar
1988: 247-276), the latter also called also nags or ?Zinqas ‘diminishing’ (al-Tabba$ 1993: 110). The
former consists in adding a letter that marks no sound, while the latter means that a sound is not
marked by a letter. Thus, the point of reference for both procedures is the phonetic form. In the pres-
ent study (Sect. I11.2.1.2.), no differentiation of this kind is made.
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1.3. Orthographic principles in Standard Arabic graphy

Some orthographic principles identified by scholars, mostly for Latin-based scripts
used in Western languages, underly the spelling of SA as well. Different authors
propose and discuss different sets of such principles®!, out of which the phonetic
(not always distinguished from phonological or phonematic) and morphologi-
cal principles appear most frequently (e.g. in Diirscheid 2006: 142, a university
course book on the linguistics of writing). These principles should be conceived of
in terms of mere tendencies, the interrelations of which are often unsystematic and
the effects of which may overlap (cf. BuBmann 1990: 628). For a given spelling,
more than one underlying principle can be identified, or, in other words, a spell-
ing resulting from one principle may be coincident with the result of another. In
what follows, orthographic principles underlying SA graphy are identified and
discussed, partly with the use of the concepts given in BuBmann (1990: 628-629).

1. Phonetic principle: the spelling reflects the pronunciation of the word so that
one sound corresponds to one written sign and, ideally, vice versa®. For such
a principle to be applied, there must exist an inventory of relatively stable cor-
respondences between graphs and sounds, usually in the form of an alphabet. The
phonetic values of graphs are usually fixed only to some extent, e.g. in English,
the graph <c»> is used to mark more than one sound: [s], [k] and, less often, [{f]. In
SA, the phonetic principle underlies the graphy 2 <d> in ) <azdhr> Pizdahara
‘he/it™ flourished’, in which it marks the sound d, although on the morphological
level the transfix of this verb is Zi-ta-a-, with t.

2. Phonological principle: one written sign corresponds to one phoneme. For ex-
ample, the SA graph ! <a» marks [a:], [e:] or [a:], three sounds that belong to one
phoneme (other functions of this graphs can be disregarded at this point). Another
instance of phonological spelling concerns the feature of emphasis (manifested in
pharyngealization or velarization), which is not graphically represented if a non-
emphatic consonant becomes emphaticized due to its linear vicinity to an em-
phatic sound (emphasis spread) (cf. Saiegh-Haddad & Henkin-Roitfarb 2014: 23,
esp. footnote 24).

! For instance, Bufimann (1990: 628-629) distinguishes nine for German, while Polanski
(2016b: 11-12) gives four for Polish.

32 Tt goes without saying that phonetic spelling is different from phonetic transcription in the
scientific, linguistic sense (in order to stress this, in Michalski 2017, the term “pronunciation-orient-
ed” was used rather than “phonetic”).
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3. Morphological principle: the spelling represents the abstract morphological
structure of a word without reflecting phonological processes such as voicing, de-
voicing, assimilation, etc. In other words, the graphy reflects the phonetic form of
the basic (unmarked) allomorph. This principle is pervasive in SA graphy. For in-
stance, Paradtu ‘1 wanted’, pronounced [?arat:u], is written @l (drdby, with 2 «db,
because its abstract root is r-w-d (not *r-w-t) and the sound d is pronounced when
no factors cause devoicing, e.g. in 2arada ‘he wanted’, pronounced [?ara:da]. The
morphological principle enables words belonging to one inflectional paradigm
to have a common spelling of their lexical morpheme despite different phonetic
forms. This principle is also responsible for the definite article in words beginning
with assimilating consonants being spelt as <aly although the phonetic form con-
tains a lengthened consonant, not [1]. For instance, [?az:ajt] ‘0il®" is written < 3\
<alzayt> (not *<w’) caz'ayty)*.

4. Historical principle is responsible for preserving relics from earlier stages of
the language in the graphy of some words. As Polanski (2016b: 12) puts it, it un-
derlies spellings which cannot be accounted for by contemporary language aware-
ness, but reflects historical processes of the development of a language. It mani-
fests itself in the graphy of numerous SA words. The most prominent cases are:

a. The graph ! <a> is written facultatively in the graphic word 4 mayh»
mi?a"™ ‘hundred’. It is said to have been introduced as a disambiguating
element at a time when dotting was not used and the graphic word for
‘hundred’ could be confused with min-hu ‘from him’ (al-Galayini 2002
[1912]: 268; Qabbis 1984: 76)*. Nowadays, with the two meanings clearly
differentiated in writing even without ! <ay, cf. 4% (myh> for miZa"" and 4
«mnh> for min-hu, this graph has become redundant.

b. The ?2alif al-wigaya, lit. ‘Palif of prevention’ (known also as the Palif al-
fariga ‘the separating ?alif’ or Palif al-fasila ‘idem’, sometimes referred
to as the ‘otiose 7alif’) is written word-finally in the 2nd and 3rd person
personal plural past and non-indicative present tense forms of the verb, e.g.
in 1538 <ktbway for katabu ‘they wrote’. Its function was to distinguish
«w»> marking the verbal suffix - from s «<w> marking the conjunction wa-

¥ The morphological principle corresponds to Buimann’s etymological principle (1990: 629),
according to which etymologically related words are spelled analogously.

3 Not very convincingly, Wright (1974 [1859-1862]: 258) attributes the use of | <a» to “a piece
of bungling” on the part of the oldest writers of the Quran, who probably thought it to indicate the
sound a, but inadvertently misplaced it. Let us also remark that this archaic graphy is taken at face
value by some speakers of SA, including television newsreaders, who mispronounce the word for
‘hundred’ as [mae:?a] instead of [mi?a]. In this way, the redundant 2alif'acquires phonetic value.
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‘and’ at a time when no spaces were used to separate words (Wright 1974
[1859-1862]: I, 11; Holes 2004: 92). According to another explanation,
given e.g. by Qabbis (1984: 77), it distinguishes verbs from nouns on the
one hand and radical units (Pasliyya) from inflectional ones (tari’a) on the
other hand. Nowadays, with spacing used consistently in typography, it has
turned redundant but remains obligatory.

c. There are various graphies of the hamza symbol used to mark 7. The rea-
son for this is that while the original spelling was based on West Arabian
Higazi forms, e.g. suwal ‘question’, written J!s~ <swab, the classical pho-
netic standard subsequently adopted relied on East Arabian pronunciation:
su?al. Eventually, the hamza sign was superimposed on the original spell-
ing (Goldenberg 2013: 39; cf. Beeston 1970: 26), resulting in J\ s~ swaly,
a graphy which is in use currently. Modern presentations of the Arabic
spelling explain the rules for marking ? differently: in terms of the phonetic
environment of this sound.

d. The graph s @, i.e. the ?alif magsira, marks final a in such verbs as
may nama ‘he/it™ grew’. Again, the spelling s <& reflects West Arabian
pronunciation -ay (or similar), while the SA phonetic norm is based on
East Arabian pronunciation -a@ (Beeston 1970: 27). Nowadays, the current
explanation of this graphy is synchronic and morphological: s <&> is said to
indicate that the third radical of the verb isy, not w. In the latter case, a is
marked as ! «a», for instance in Wi <nmay, which has the same pronunciation
and meaning.

e. The current shape of & <h», called the ta? marbita, lit. ‘the linked t@?’,
reflects its two historical phonetic functions. First, it used to reflect the
non-classical pronunciation h word-finally in all contexts (with h being
marked as o <h, a graph from which 3 <h» derives its basic shape, the so-
called rasm), while the two dots, characteristic of < «t», were added to it in
order to make it reflect classical pronunciation t (Beeston 1970: 27, cf. also
Fischer 1972: 10 and Holes 2004: 92)*. However, nowadays, its functions
in SA are different. First, it marks t in some nouns in the construct state
(the first term of the genitive construction), e.g. in laylatu ‘night’ used in
2l AW (dylh alSyd> laylatu I-$id' ‘the night of the feast’. The second func-
tion is actualized in the pausal form of such nouns. The pausal form of the
word for ‘night’, layla, is written in the same way. If the fully vocalized

% The transliteration symbol “h”, i.e. an “h” with a horizontal stroke, used in this study, is an
attempt to reflect this formal two-facedness. Obviously, it should not be confused with [h] used as
an [PA symbol.
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form, 4L <lBy"lhu"3¢ is considered, 3 <h> does not represent any sound (“is
silent”, according to Wright 1974 [1859-1862]: 1, 7, footnote). It seems,
therefore, that 3 <hy has been re-interpreted as marking the final a, taking
over this function from the fatha, usually not written®’. Finally, it should
also be added that in nouns in the free state (i.e. those that are not qualified
by a noun in the genitive), including those in the pausal form, » <h» is some-
times used instead of 3 <h» in less conscientious spelling.

5. Homonymy principle: words differing in meaning that have the same phonetic
form (and usually morphological structure) are distinguished in spelling. The few
examples that can be found in SA are proper names as opposed to (semantically
related) common nouns. For instance, yahyd meaning ‘he/it™ lives’ is spelt L
<yhya>, while the homophonous male given name Yahya is written 22 <yhya (cf.
Qabbis 1984: 105).

6. Principle of economy: reduntant elements are not written. Its most notable man-
ifestation is the practice of not marking short vowels, consonanst lengthening and
other units (represented only occasionally as vocalization signs). In addition, in
some words, even long vowels are not written: e.g. 4 in the demonstratives such
as hadihi ‘this™, written o2 <hdhy (not *s3& chadhy).

7. Principle of aesthetics: some graph combinations are avoided. A manifestation
of this principle in SA is the avoidance of putting two identical letters together
(karahat igtima$ al-mitlayn). For instance, while sufla ‘lower” is written (i
«sflay, with word-final < &, i.e. the dotless ya?, the morphologically analogous
Culya ‘upper” is written We «§lyay (not 2= * «Slydy), in order to avoid the sequence
of two yars, even though one would be dotted and the other dotless. Similarly,
some spellers of SA prefer to write ruliis™ ‘heads’ as u«ss <rows> rather than
w950 (TWW$», in order to avoid two waws occurring together, even though one of
them is merely a support of the hamza.

The above list of orthographic principles is still insufficient to account for all
graphic phenomena in SA. For instance, graphs with no phonetic value are used
to avoid the homography of different meanings and phonetic forms: Thus, the

% The nominative case and indefiniteness of this word, marked by <", chosen arbitrarily for
this example, are of no relevance here.

%7 This is reflected in the way the pronunciation of 3 <h» is described in Western scholarly lit-
erature. For instance, according to Beeston (1968: 12), this letter “indicates a pronunciation which
fluctuates between -at and -a”. Similarly, Krol (2009: 39-40) characterizes it as being pronounced in
Modern Arabic as short a (in contexts other than the construct state).
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function of 5 «w» in <= <¢mrw> is to ensure that this graphic word is interpreted
as the name {4mr, not {Umar (the latter being written <= «¢mn)**. According to
another principle which was operative in Arabic writing from its beginning, the
graphy of a word reflects its pronunciation in isolation (Goldenberg 2013: 38). For
instance, the word-initial graph | <a» marking the prothetic 2a in Paz-zayt* oil®",
written <u ) <alzyt, is retained even if the prothesis is elided as a result of prefix-
ing a unit ending in a vowel, such as the conjunction wa- ‘and’. Thus, wa-z-zayt"
‘and oil®" is written < M s «walzyty, with the graph ! <a> retained®. The final issue
is the word-medial graphy of 2, which is different in the same phonetic environ-
ment depending on whether it is treated as being word-medial accidentally (e.g.
as a result of prefixing a definite article to a graphic word with an initial hamza)
or as being inherently word-medial (i.e. if ? is a non-final radical of the word). To
illustrate this, the sound ? in the phonetic environment -/?u- is marked as | <& in
A aldmy 2al-Pumm® ‘mother®”, but as 5 <> in a3V alwmy 2ulPum ‘be vile!”. The
reason for this differentiation is that the former graphic word retains the word-
initial graphy without the definite article (cf. & Am» Pumm® ‘mother’), with the
word-medial position of the graph marking ? being accidental.

MA is a special case as far as the principles underlying its graphy are con-
cerned. Since it has borrowed its script from a genetically and structurally related
donor language which is a prestigious variety, the donor-receiver relationship is
an important factor shaping its graphy. In order to describe it adequately, yet other
principles need to be proposed, in addition to those operating in SA. This will be
done in Ch. V with respect to graphies affected by variational qualitative heterog-

raphy.

3% Since the graph «w» used in this case is a remainder of the Nabatean roots of the Arabic
graphy (al-Hasan 2003: 111), it could also be interpreted as a manifestation of the historical prin-
ciple.

¥ An exception to this rule concerns the elision of the prothetic 7a in the definite article to
which the preposition li- ‘to, for’ is attached. In this situation, the graph | <a> is never written, e.g.
li-z-zayt' ‘for o0il®" is spelt <u 3l ddlzyty, not *<u W <lalzyt.



II. General characteristics of Moroccan
Arabic written in Arabic script

The issue of the Arabic script used for writing modern MA has been approached
by scholars from various angles®. The articles by Aguadé (2005) and (2013) are
case studies of MA graphy as used in particular books, while Aguadé (2006) is
a comprehensive description of MA spelling practice, based on a heterogeneous
selection of texts. Hoogland (2013a) analyzes a corpus of texts, belonging to vari-
ous genres, in order to find common elements in MA graphy*'. By formulating
some recommendations, this study also represents the normative aspect in dealing
with MA. Additional graphic phenomena in MA were described by Michalski
(2016), who used an enlarged corpus of literary texts. Chapters or passages de-
voted to the graphy of MA are in Benitez Fernandez (2010: 218-220) and, for
MA used online, Caubet (2017: 133-136). Al-Midlawt (2001) is a work of partly
normative character as it contains proposals for marking in writing some specifi-
cally MA sounds.

I1.1. Previous research on the qualitative features
of Moroccan Arabic graphy

In the studies enumerated above, several important phenomena of various types:
qualitative, quantitative and linear (see Sect. I11.2.1. for a discussion of these con-
cepts) have been identified in MA graphy. There is no need to recapitulate all
of them here. The following presentation is limited to the most important issues
related to qualitative variational heterography.

a. Non-Arabic sounds, p, v and g, are represented as < <b», & <f> and & <k,
respectively, in older texts due to the lack of special characters in printing presses,
but since the generalization of the use of computers they have been marked as <
>, 8 <v> and S «g» (Aguadé 2006: 255). The sound g is marked by means of & «qp,

4 For observations on the spelling of Arabic dialects in general see Holes (2004: 92-95), also
minor remarks in Saiegh-Haddad & Henkin-Roitfarb (2014: 22). For a comprehensive discussion of
the graphy of EA, see Rosenbaum (2004).

4 His early work (1983) was unfortunately unavailable to me.
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d &, L @* and S <@, as well as ¢ «§» in words in which it corresponds to SA g
and in borrowings from Berber and European languages (in the latter case, excep-
tionally by means of z «&», Aguadé 2006: 259; Benitez Fernandez 2010: 219-220).
Rather marginally, it is marked by means of ¢ «&> (Michalski 2016: 386) and, in
one source, as =S, a digraph composed of <l <k»> and “a ya (< <4 — M.M.) with three
dots below it” (Hoogland 2013a: 71)*. Thus, g is the sound with the by far largest
number of evidenced graphies: as many as eight.

b. Letters marking interdental fricatives in SA are sometimes used to mark
dental stops in MA if the latter correspond diachronically to the former (cf. Agua-
dé 2006: 257; Hoogland 2013a: 63, 72; Benitez Fernandez 2010: 219). Michalski
(2016: 385-386) observes a pseudo-correct use of these letters for marking sounds
that are not interdental fricatives either in MA or SA, e.g. 253 <aldwd> d-dud
‘worms’ (BT 116,) (cf. SA 253 caldwd> ad-diid" ‘idem’)*.

c. Pharyngealized consonants resulting from secondary pharyngealization
are marked by means of letters used for plain (non-pharyngealized) consonants.
According to Aguadé (2006: 258), this is “normally” the case, whereas the use
of letters marking pharyngealized consonants is rare (cf. also Benitez Fernandez
2010: 219).

d. The suffixed personal pronoun of the 3rd person masculine singular -U ‘him,
his; it™, its™ is written as  <h> or s <w», the latter graphy being used more often
according to Aguadé (2006: 262-263) and Hoogland (2013a: 69).

e. The prefix of the 3rd person non-feminine present tense form, y-/i- (cf. dis-
cussion under “!<a> ~!«@” in Sect. VI.1.) is normally written s <y», but also ! <a
(or ! «ay»), as observed by Aguadé (2006: 265).

2 In the enumeration given in the Arabic script in Aguadé (2006: 259), = and S are shown
beside each other as two distinct graphs. I am not sure if these two actual graphs, differing only in
the shape of the bottom stroke (a result of using two different fonts?), deserve being described as
representing two different graphs. Examples adduced by the author suggest that he might have had
< and ¢ in mind. See also Sect. II1.1. for the discussion of &,

# Hoogland counts this “strange” graphy, which he recorded in Ami., among “peculiar cases”.
I could not confirm the existence of this phenomenon since I had no access to this source. However,
according to Mion (2014: 193), this sound is marked as <X g there. The discrepancy between the
two authors cannot be a result of them relying on two different editions of Ami. (2009 and 2014),
because Mion (2014: 188) consulted both of them. A different question is whether the digraph de-
scribed by Hoogland involves a ya? with three dots below it () or rather < (p», since the difference
between them is graphically neutralized in ,iS5 foglas ‘you sit down’, the example adduced by
Hoogland. In either case, whether having < <p> or < <& with three dots below as its second compo-
nent, it would be the second digraph I have been able to identify in the MA graphy (the other one is
UH (8> used to mark ¢, see discussion under “GRAPH z <&>”).

4 An analogous phenomenon in EA has been described by Rosenbaum (2004: 289-290).
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f. The final vowel a is written in a number of ways. Aguadé (2013: 214) ob-
serves that in Mi., ¢ <& indicates that the 3rd radical of a verb is y, while | <a> is
used as a rule in other sources he examined. In addition, in Mi., 3 <hy is “naturally”
used to mark the feminine gender of nouns and adjectives, although it also appears
in the intensifying adverb za¢ma, spelt 4« ) <zfmh>, while other adverbs are writ-
ten with the final ) <a» there (2013: 214). Hoogland remarks that “different authors
have made different choices” (2013: 70), but does not specify this with respect to
word classes or grammatical categories. According to Michalski (2016: 388-390),
who observes strong variation in the corpus which he used, there are as many as
ten ways to mark the final a if vocalization signs and zero sign are taken into con-
sideration: Apart from the usual | @, & <@, v, » <hy, * and the zero sign, there
are also infrequent instances of | <, 3 <ahy, o <ah> and s <y>. Verbs are spelt with
either ) <a> or s &, with “a considerable freedom”, the choice between them being
unrelated to the root of the verb. In the imperative, however, ! <a» is dominant. In
nouns, the variation is between | <a», ¢ <@ and 3 <h», while in adverbs o <>, &> and
the zero sign are used, in addition.

g. The word-medial and word-final a in words that have SA cognates with the
corresponding ? can have the phonetic spelling ! <a> or the “classicizing” graphy |
«@. It was also observed that the abstract classical rules of the hamza spelling are
sometimes applied to the phonetic reality of MA words (Michalski 2016: 388).

Major spelling principles (or tendencies) operating in MA have been observed
in previous research, of which the two most conspicuous were characterized by
Aguadé (2006: 255) as follows:

(...) when writing in dialect Moroccans have two opposite possibilities: either to preserve
as much as possible the orthography of Classical Arabic or to innovate trying to represent
the phonemes of the spoken language: the result is generally a fluctuation between both
tendencies®.

In the present study, the former principle will be referred to as the principle of
donor-orientation* (resulting in donor-oriented graphies*’), while the latter cor-
responds to the phonetic principle, a special case of what is termed here the prin-
ciple of self-orientation (resulting in self-oriented phonetic graphies).

% Such a situation was observed earlier for EA by Rosenbaum (2004: 284).

¢ This term intends to name the donor-receiver relationship between SA and MA in a language
non-specific way. I also decided to employ it instead of the term ‘classicizing’ (used in Michalski
2016) in order to avoid the suggestion that what MA imitates are forms limited to CA, while in real-
ity they are mostly SA forms.

47 Aguadé calls them “fisha oriented graphies” (Aguadé 2006: 265).
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The principle of donor-orientation is responsible for the graphy of any MA
unit which cannot be interpreted as self-oriented (phonetic or morphological, dis-
cussed below) but is identical with the graphy used in its SA cognate®. For in-
stance, the graphy < ¢ used in MA 25 tany> tani ‘second™ to mark t is neither
phonetic or morphological. Instead, it copies the graphy of the SA cognate of this
word: 5 tani" ‘idem’™.

The principle of self-orientation divides into two subprinciples: phonetic and
morphological. The phonetic principle means that the spelling of a given MA unit
reflects its pronunciation. As mentioned in Sect. 1.3., this requires a relatively
stable correspondence between graphs and sounds, normally inventoried in an
alphabet in which the graphs are given names indicating their basic, typical pho-
netic value*. For a language or dialect that has no alphabet of its own, like MA,
positing the phonetic principle presupposes that it relies, more or less regularly, on
the graph-sound correspondences obtaining in the alphabet of the donor language.
For instance, in 2 <tany» tani ‘second™, the sound t is marked as < <t> in accor-
dance with the SA graph-sound correspondence. Being a more complex issue, the
phonetic principle is elaborated upon in Ch. V.

The other subprinciple of the principle of self-orientation, underlying a con-
siderable number of graphies, is the morphological principle (cf. Michalski 2016:

* For the needs of this study, two words are considered cognates if they share a common lexi-
cal and/or morphological structure. Lexical cognates share radical consonants and semantics, even
though their morphological structures differ. For instance, MA tgal ‘it™ became heavy’ is structured
following the morphological pattern C,C,aC,, which differs considerably from C,aC,uC.-, the pat-
tern of its closest SA cognate, faqul- ‘idem’. In spite of this, these two words can be compared with
respect to the graphs marking their radicals, e.g. t and z. In lexical cognacy, the donor form-oriented
graphy does not have to consist in transferring an entire SA form to a MA text without any changes;
it may rather consist in preserving some particular features, like, in the present case, the graph mark-
ing a particular radical in the SA cognate.

Morphological cognacy, by contrast, binds MA and SA words having the same morphological
patterns. This concept turns out to be of relevance if graphic variation affects an affix. For instance,
the SA lexical cognate of MA iSuf ‘he looks’ is SA yatasawwaf* ‘he expects’, but it is morphologi-
cally too distant for comparison. In such cases, a morphological cognate is taken into consideration,
for instance, SA yasiab" ‘he mixes, he corrupts’, as far as the imperfect prefix is concerned (i- in MA,
ya- in SA). Words that are both lexical and morphological cognates are full cognates, e.g. MA iqul
or igul ‘he says’ and SA yagil* ‘idem’.

% The use of donor-oriented graphies can be understood in terms of bivalency, a phenomenon
defined as “the simultaneous membership of a given linguistic segment in more than one linguistic
system in a contact setting” (Woolard & Genovese 2007: 488). In the present case, bivalency con-
sists in a given graphy being used in the graphic systems of both MA and SA.

% The reason for adding the qualifications ‘basic’ and ‘typical” here is that some SA graphs are
used in secondary functions to mark non-standard sounds (and these functions tend to be reflected
in dialectal graphies). For instance, z <@ in Egyptian SA (and in EA), & «@> in Saudi SA (and Saudi
Arabic), «g> and <k» in Levantine SA (and in Levantine Arabic) are all often used to mark g.
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387, where it is shown to be responsible for some cases of quantitative heterog-
raphy). It is illustrated in (1), showing two heterographs of the word dzib ‘you
bring’. Form A represents the (frequently used) morphological graphy, with <
«t>» marking the abstract morphological affix t- (assimilated to d- at the phonetic
level), while Form B represents the phonetic graphy (used marginally).

(1) o= D

<tgyby (SX92,) «dgyb» (Sa. 253")
dzib (< t-gib) ‘you bring’

A graphy which is identical with the SA graphy but can be interpreted as
phonetic or morphological is said to be phonetic or morphological (respectively)
coincident with the donor graphy. The graph & <n> in U <tany», marking n pho-
netically, is an example thereof.

Both opposite principles, that of donor-orientation and that of self-orientation,
can be operative in a single graphic word (cf. also Aguadé 2006: 258). For in-
stance, in (/L <ras> ras ‘head’, the graphy ! <a is phonetic (the donor-oriented one
would be | &, cf. SA wl) «rés»), while u «s» is donor-oriented (the self-oriented
phonetic graphy would be o= <s»).

The oscillation between imitating the SA model and orientation towards the
MA phonetic substance reflects the sociolinguistic and pragmatic situation of the
spellers, which itself is a sort of attitudinal dualism: They reject SA as a language
medium but at the same time accept the Arabic, rather than Latin, script as the
graphic medium. As Miller (2017: 91) puts it, “a tension between local authentic-
ity and literary prestige” is the reason why in many cases “writers will opt con-
sciously or not for hybrid systems”>!.

Another spelling principle is responsible for giving up a particular SA spell-
ing which would well reflect MA pronunciation in favour of another graphy. This
phenomenon was hinted at by Hoogland (2013a: 73): “it may be the case that cer-

! Why should authors writing in MA want to borrow graphic forms from SA rather than use
self-oriented spelling is an issue which deserves investigation. In some cases, such as the use of
&« and 2 «d> to mark t and d, it may be a matter of habit: SA graphies impose themselves on the
spellers of MA, among whom there is hardly anybody who would not be primarily a user of written
SA. In others, donor form-oriented graphies may be used consciously to facilitate the recognition
of a word. For instance, writing the words hada ‘this’ and da// ‘he humiliated’ in the donor-oriented
way, 13 chda> and J2 «dD, rather than phonetically, \» <hda> and J» «dl>, may reflect an intention
to distinguish them in writing from hda ‘he calmed down’ and da// ‘he indicated’, whose phonetic
graphy is: 1 <hda> and J» «dD, respectively.
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tain authors want to stress the non-conformity of Darija [MA — M.M.] spelling to
MSA [Modern SA — M.M.] orthographic rules”. I believe, however, that it is more
accurate to interpret such graphies as being aimed at distancing themselves from
the SA graphy. Therefore, I will refer to the underlying principle as the principle
of donor-defying. An example, quoted from Michalski (2017: 238, where spell-
ings resulting from it were referred to as ‘anticanonical’), is | <a» marking the final
a in Form A in (2), in contrast to the phonetic graphy 3 <h> in Form B, coincident
with the donor graphy.

2

bagya> (SX 96?) bagyh> (LB 18.)
bagya ‘she wants’, lit. ‘wishing”
(cf. SA%el bagyhy bagiya™ ‘desiring™)

Such a principle should be included in the list of spelling principles of MA, since
many graphies cannot be explained otherwise. It is also understandable that writ-
ers who decide to give up SA as a medium of literary creation also want to rebel
against SA spelling.

The orthographic principles discussed above are not enough to account for
the entire system of MA spelling. A more complete list will be proposed in Ch. V.

Qualitative variation in the MA graphy has been observed rather occasionally in
the extant studies, which have been tending to focus on the issue of correspondence
between sounds and graphs. As such, research in this area can thus be characterized
as having been conducted chiefly within the representational approach (see Sect.
[11.2.2.1.). While providing us with important insights about how MA is written,
it puts us only halfway towards a complete picture of this linguistic phenomenon.
By contrast, the primary interest of the present study are the relationships between
particular graphs, rather than those between graphs and sounds, with the latter being
studied only insofar as this is necessary for the description of the former. With this
study concentrating on this issue (signalled in Michalski 2017: 242), it is hoped that
a step in another direction in the studies on MA graphy can be made.

I1.2. Internal heterogeneity of Moroccan Arabic
Since MA is not one homogeneous dialect, different pronunciations belonging

to different MA dialects may be reflected in texts (cf. Aguadé 2005: 247, 2.2.1.).
When analyzing the graphy of a text, it is necessary first to determine which va-
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riety of MA it is written in. In most cases, this will be the modern koine or, less
frequently, one of the major dialects used in the important Moroccan cities. De-
termining the variety used should be done on the basis of intratextual rather than
extratextual evidence (i.e. the formal features of the text should be considered
more conclusive than, for instance, the author’s city of origin), because a styliza-
tion consisting in imitating other dialects is always possible. Intratextual evidence
consists in dialectal peculiarities that a written text evinces in an unambiguous
way. The features of WM, for instance, indicate that it is written in a northern dia-
lect (Tangier): the allative preposition n- ‘to’ (rather than I-, cf. Heath 2002: 238),
e.g. 4aib oy n_tnghy n-TanZa ‘to Tangier’ (WM 44); the pronoun ntina ‘you” (WM
18%) (rather than nta) or the form a2 (mnadm> mnadom ‘human being(s)’ (WM
27,) (rather than bnadam, cf. Heath 2002: 177). In addition to these intratextual
arguments, the text is some sort of a sequel to A/-xubz al-hafi, a well-known novel
written by Muhammad Sukri set in some Northern Moroccan cities, including
Tangier. In FL, the intratextual evidence is the traditional Fez pronunciation, with
2 used instead of ¢ and ¢ instead of 7/ (cf. Durand 2004: 69), which the speller
marked by means of brackets, for instance:

(3) (ﬁ)}w (4) !ﬂ_}(_ﬁ)ay‘
«swo> (FL 1449) mbgwk> (FL 144°)
su? ‘souq, market’ mabguk ‘blessed’
(cf. sug in the modern koine) (cf. mobruk in the modern koine)

By contrast, the MA passages in Da. show features of the Marrakesh dialect, for
example, bit-ak ‘1 want you’ (Da. 47') is used there rather than bgit-ak (cf. Brunot
1931-1952: 11, 58; Sanchez 2014: 135) and hir ‘only’ (Da. 48, ) rather than gir (cf.
Sanchez 2014: 240-241). These features alone may not be sufficiently dialect-spe-
cific, but, added to the fact that the autobiographic text of Da. is set in Marrakesh,
they allow us to conclude that these passages are written in this variety. Graphic
words which represent such words of limited regional distribution are generally
not used as examples in the present study.

I1.3. Vocalization in the Moroccan Arabic graphy

Similarly to SA, vocalization signs are not written consistently in MA (Agua-
dé 2006: 256-257). A text written in this dialect may have no vocalization, but
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some are, by contrast, fully vocalized>*. The majority of MA works, however, is
partly vocalized: The vocalization signs are written in some words or with some
graphs, the most frequent one of these signs being the Sadda marking the con-
sonant lengthening. In contrast to SA, MA has no generally acknowledged rules
for vocalization. In addition, the three vowel signs borrowed from the SA graphy
are insufficient to represent the vocalic system of MA (see Aguadé 2010 for its
description). Below, some examples are given.

A fully vocalized text has not been found in the corpus. Only single words rep-
resent this feature. What is vocalized seems to be aleatory. The same graphic word
may appear in a single text vocalized to different degrees, e.g. ma bit-§ ‘1 did not
want’ (Marrakesh variety) is written in two ways in Da.: (i&w W «ma_byts" (Da.
137) and Gy b «mPa_ biyt'$s> (Da. 517). In BB, vocalization signs tend to be used
only word-finally, for instance:

6 e R Bl el ke L

«ma_Sndha flws' ba§" tdyr' If'lam> (BB 108°)
ma $and-ha flus bas ddir la-flam
‘she has no money to make movies’

Sometimes vocalization is used for semantic disambiguation. For instance, the
task of 2 <> in 3l s cydrbw_alSUwd"> idorbu [-Sud ‘they draw lots’, lit. ‘they
hit the wood’ (/1B 25,) is to prevent a less expert reader from reading the unvocal-
ized graphic word 252l as /-{fowd ‘the horse’, even though the reading ‘they hit
the horse” would make little sense in this context. Rarely, vocalization is used to
distinguish MA from SA, for example, the kasra in oS WS <k'ma_kan> (BB 70'%)
is the only thing to indicate that the graphic phrase represents MA ki-ma kan ‘as
he/it™ was’, not SA ka-ma kana ‘idem’. However, more often that not, vocaliza-
tion is redundant. For example, only one reading would be possible for <3 5 s
Wt'Z'yz'n't"> u-dzizont ‘and I became speechless’ (HB 39 ,) in its context even with-
out vocalization signs.

Another conspicuous feature of vocalization used in the sources examined
is that it is often applied in a way contrary to expectations a reader may have
developed on the basis of its use in SA. An example of a vocalization sign that
appears to serve goals other than those in SA is : <, the sukiin, written quite fre-
quently where 2 or i are pronounced (cf. Aguadé 2006: 256), e.g. 2 <b'¢*d*h>

52 Aguadé (2006: 256) considers this “absurd choice that helps only to make reading of such

texts more difficult” to be “a Moroccan peculiarity”, which he contrasts with EA, where vocalization
is “very unusual” (cf. Rosenbaum 2004: 294).
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bafda ‘already; first’ (Mn. 44,), 35 <tyax'd> ta-yaxiid ‘he takes’ (Da. 477), 538
kydw"r> ka-yditwwar ‘he searches’ (F§ 622). Such graphies probably reflect the
phonological awareness of the MA spellers, according to which there is no vowel
there (cf. Aguadé’s opinion in Michalski 2016: 387, footnote 4), although schol-
ars (Benhallam 1980, 1990, as cited in Boudlal 2011) have posited a shwa split-
ting initial three-consonant clusters. An alternative explanation might be based on
Durand’s view (2004: 61-64) according to which the MA phonology does allow
words to begin with a three-consonant cluster, hence, at least in some cases, the
sukiin might mark the real absence of a vowel. A similar issue is the use of a sukiin
after a geminate, where, according to the SA usage, one could expect a sukiin with
a $adda, e.g. 'sJ3% <yd'wzwa> yditwwzu ‘they spend’ (BB 107°), &a% «tit'hs
ta-thabb ‘she loves’ (Da. 41)), as if gemination were not perceived as such by the
spellers of MA (cf. Durand 2004: 75)3. Spellings such as these are quite often and
cannot be considered mere misprints. They rather show new functions of vocal-
ization signs developed within MA.

Although most vocalization signs are redundant, some of them, those denot-
ing vowels that otherwise are signalled by primary graphs which function as ma-
tres lectionis, can be said to be functionally equivalent to primary graphs, e.g. J>)
<«?gly vs. Jal) «agly razal ‘man’>. However, the use of vocalization signs in this
function is restricted: primary graphs can be used in any position of a graphic word
while vocalization signs normally mark vowels word-medially (since they always
follow a graph, they cannot be used word-initially). Vowels signalled by a vocal-
ization sign word-finally are rare; the most frequent of them seems to be <> mark-
ing -i in feminine pronouns, e.g. <! &nt> nti ‘you™ (BB 44°) and in 2nd person
singular past verbs, e.g. < «qlt> guilti “you said’ (N 60 ), as opposed to &l <nty>
(§D 32,) and 8 <qlty> (Sa. 215%) written with a final s <y>. There are only isolated
cases of the word-final use of 2 <!> or:z<», e.g. in W J«e «Smr¥ may Yommyr-u ma ‘he
never’ (TN 8,) and ¢ »5 Sw'y® Swiyya ‘a little’ (TM 54°), as opposed to the usual s
«w> and 3 (v, respectively, as in L s e «mrw_may (7M 49,) and 4255 Swyhy (4¢
427). The Sadda, too, can be functionally equivalent to a primary graph because it
can be written word-medially instead of a repeated consonant graph to signal the
lengthening of a consonant or semivowel. For example, the geminated | in malli
‘when’ is marked by means of a $adda in e miliy> (Mm. 116*), and as <> in
amlly> (Rh. 86,). Sometimes, these co-functional units co-occur, for instance in

5 In contrast to the absence of an expected Sadda, this sign is sometimes written with no jus-
tification when a consonant is not lengthened, e.g.: 4> <dabh> daba ‘now’ (BB 44,), S nakelows
naklu ‘we eat’ (TM 66).

% Forms without a vocalization sign or a mater lectionis are also currently used, e.g. d>) «gb
‘idem’.
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u,ﬂa «nll'y> (BB 44, )*. Such redundancy may be caused by the superposition of
two spelling principles if gemination is a result of assimilation. For instance, in
the graphic word <=3 (nd't> (Rh. 148, ) for nadt ‘I got up’, pronounced [natt], the
Sadda signals gemination phonetically, while the graphy «dt> is morphological.
Another case of the Sadda having a function similar to that of a primary graph is
its being written after < <b> to indicate that the sound p is intended, e.g. Gmst¥
<labyysyn> lapisin ‘swimming pool” (Rh. 175,). As already mentioned before, al-
though some of the vocalization signs are co-functional with primary graphs, they
are not taken into consideration in the present work.

I1.4. The context-dependence of Moroccan Arabic graphy

Like SA graphy, the graphy of MA is context-dependent, i.e. a context is needed
for some graphic words to determine their intended meaning and, consequently,
pronunciation. Two principal reasons for this situation are specifically related to
Arabic script. The first of them is that some sounds are not represented graphi-
cally. The second one is the ambiguity of some graphs and the homography of
some sounds, caused chiefly by the absence of special graphs for marking some
Moroccan sounds in Arabic script. A linguistically universal factor is the existence
of homophones, which in most cases are also homographic. In (6)-(8), examples
of homographs are given with two meanings and two pronunciations which can-
not be determined without resorting to context.

(6) & cdako:

dda-k ‘it took you’ dak ‘that’
B T et
«88_dak_ant_lhd_alSy> (TM 67)) «dak_alsy_Slas» (QQ47,)
as dda-k nta |-had $-3i? dak s-5i {las ...
‘What business is it of yours?’, ‘that is why...”, lit. ‘that thing why’

lit. “What took you to this?’

% Forms with neither Sadda or a repeated graph, such as e anly> (IM 422), as well as forms
with neither Sadda or J <al> marking the definite article morphologically, such as & <\ <hadak
Sy> hadak $-8i “that’, lit. “that thing’ (D 100,,), can be found too.

5 This practice was observed also in SA, by Badawi et al. (2004: 15).
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(7) Js<kal:
gal ‘he told, he said’ kal ‘he ate’

&kwn_ally_kal_lyk> (§D 202, ) «ally_kal_alhdgh> (DK 8)
Skun i gal li-k Wi kal I-hadza
‘Who told you’? “The one who ate a colocynth®”’

(8) «isS kwnty:
kiuwwant ‘I hid and waited’ kunt ‘1 was’

-

«<wana_kwnt_Clyh> (TN 18'%) <kwnt_kanSatrw_nfs_alsSwn (Rh. 24))
w-ana kiiwwant $1i-h kiint ka-nsatr-u nafs §-SSur
‘and I hid and waited for him” ‘I reciprocated his feelings’

(9)-(11) show examples of homographs with two different meanings but the same

pronunciation.

(9) sraw (smStway:
sma$t-u ‘1 heard him’ smaStu ‘youP heard’

G gL e
«mrny_ma_smStwa_qgab (7N 18,) «yak Sftw_aw_smStwa_ahl_algbylh

(Sa. 230'2)
{ommoar-ni ma smaSt-u qal... yvak Softu aw smaStu 2ahl la-gbila
‘I never heard him say...’ “Have youP seen or heard the people
of the tribe?”

*7 The bitter fruit of colocynth is a symbol of sorrow in Arabic culture.
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(10) (ke ¢masy>:
masi ‘going to’ (future marker) ma-Si ‘is not’

By ofl £
. & .
<dna_masy an'stm¢'w_alklam> «masy bhal alsma dyalnas (Rh. 163°)
(MX167)
ana masi nsamm$-u [-klam ma-Si bhal s-sma dyalna
‘I will give him a piece of my mind’ ‘it is not like our sky’

(11) & <hanys:
hani ‘peaceful, calm’ ha-ni ‘presentative + I’

<&kn_hany> (QQ 63%) <hany xalt Slyk> (TN 30%).

kun hani ha-ni xalot Sli-k
‘Don’t worry!”, lit. ‘Be calm!’ ‘I’1l be right with you’

Generally, homography in MA is not a problem as far as determining the meaning
is concerned, if the context is given. Determining the pronunciation intended by
the speller may be however impossible in some cases (see Sect. [V.2.1.).



II1. Methodology
and theoretical considerations

In this chapter, graphetic, graphemic and other linguistic concepts used in the
subsequent parts of this work will be introduced and illustrated with exam-
ples taken from MA. Graphetics is understood here as a branch of linguistics
dealing with graphs®, i.e. units of written language that are distinguishable
on a purely formal basis without taking into consideration relations based on
their meaning-differentiating functions®. The latter relations are the object of
graphemics (cf. Giinther 1988: 64, 71). This distinction between graphetics and
graphemics is, at least at some points, analogous to that between phonetics and
phonemics®.

First, graphetic concepts such as the actual graph, homography (in the broad
sense), graph, heterography and continuous graphic words are introduced. This is
followed by a presentation of graphemic concepts such as discontinuous graphic
words, distinctive and variational heterography, with its three types: qualitative,
quantitative and linear, as well as graphemic variation, graphemic opposition and
grapheme.

8 Recall that the term ‘letter’ is reserved for any of the 28 elements of the Arabic alphabet
(abjad). In adopting the term ‘graph’, I follow Kohrt (1986: 90), who, arguing for a graphematic ter-
minology that is as close as possible to the phonemic one, says: “since the term ‘phone’ is normally
understood to designate a particular instance of a ‘phoneme’, we should stick to a parallel interpreta-
tion of the term ‘graph’, i.e. a graph has to be considered as a materialization of a certain grapheme
in a concrete written utterance”. In some contexts, however, the terms ‘letter’ and ‘graph’ can be
used as synonyms in the present study, without this leading to misunderstandings.

** Different conceptual and terminological decisions can obviously be made in this respect.
For instance, in the model proposed by Hammarstrom (1966: 58), as long as pronunciation is not
taken into consideration, the units of analysis are referred to as ‘type’ and ‘typeme’, while the
concepts of ‘graph’ and ‘grapheme’ are used when the text description is connected with avail-
able knowledge about the pronunciation. Hammarstrom understands ‘types’ as “variants of the
letters”, which are “the smallest written segments capable of differentiating significations” (1981
[1964]: 91), and ‘graph’ as “a typeme or a combination of typemes which denote a phoneme”
(1981 [1964]: 96).

® The term ‘graphemics’ is chosen here rather than ‘graphology’, used, for instance, by Crystal
(2008: 220). Although the latter, ending in ‘-logy’, has the virtue of indicating that it is to graphetics
what phonology is to phonetics, it is too strongly associated with the popular concept of the analysis
of handwriting.
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ITI.1. Graphetic concepts

When looking at a text written in Arabic script, or in any other alphabet or abjad,
what we are faced with are actual graphs, i.e. those that can be seen on a particular
medium: usually printed on a particular piece of paper or displayed on a particu-
lar screen®!. Actual graphs that differ only with respect to such features as size,
colour, the kind of printing type (italic, bold), font or style, i.e. features which are
deemed irrelevant by users for the identification of the (abstract) graphs, are said
to be bound by the relation of homography (in the broad sense, i.e. irrespective
of the meaning and pronunciation). For instance, all actual graphs shown in Table
2, representing various printing types and fonts, are homographic and belong to
a single (abstract) graph ¢ «2»** (the fact that it is used in SA graphy to represent,
in most cases, the sound ¢ is irrelevant at this point).

Table 2. Various actual graphs belonging to graph ¢ <&

4 d & ¢ &
Times New Times New Times New Andalus Arial Unicode
Roman, Roman, Roman, MS
roman light bold italic

In practice, the distinction between actual graphs and (abstract) graphs is not
needed in most cases and using the term ‘graph’ will not lead to misunderstand-
ings in our further considerations.

Actual graphs or graphs that are not homographic are heterographic. This is,
for instance, the case of the pair ¢ <& and G «g>. The relation of heterography is
discussed in more detail in subsequent paragraphs.

In order to be able to analyze the relations between graphs, i.e. basic units
of the present description, we need to clarify what is and what is not considered
a graph. The SA alphabet composed of 28 letters can be used as a point of depar-
ture but is not an exhaustive list. The set of graphs must be understood in a broader
sense and will also include extra-alphabetic graphs. These are, on the one hand,
graphs used in CA and SA but not counted as separate letters: the hamza sign with
no support, = <0y, and its combinations with other letters functioning as its support:

! The idea of distinguishing graphs from actual graphs is based on that of the distinction be-
tween actual phones and phones proposed in Banczerowski et al. (1982: 121-123).

2 They would be considered allographs by some authors, e.g. Rogers (2005: 11) and Crystal
(2008: 20).
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i@, ) @, 5ok, & 3, including | &> (the Palif madda)®, as well as s <@ (the Palif
magstra, i.e. the dotless ya?) and & <h» (the ta? marbiita, i.e. the dotted ha?). On
the other hand, the extra-alphabetic graphs comprise six graphs not used in the
standard classical version of SA spelling but encountered in texts written in Arabic
dialects, less frequently in various local varieties of SA, to denote sounds absent
from CA and SA pronunciation (they are also used for writing other languages).
These graphs are: < ¢, z &, L@, 8@, < <vpand & <. Finally, there are two
graphs belonging to the local Moroccan variety of Arabic script, i.e. the Maghrebi
script: < «f and & <fq> (the latter being the one of the two shapes of & «f> which is
used in the non-neutralized position).

Ligatures (see Sect. [.2.), which are phenomena pertaining only to the graphet-
ic or typographical level, are considered irrelevant in this work. In transliteration,
they are solved into their constituting graphs. For instance, the only obligatory
ligature Y is transliterated as <la>.

Being entirely predictable and of little theoretical importance, the differences
of the shapes of graphs depending on the graphic environment, i.e. whether a giv-
en graph is isolated, connected to the right and/or left, are disregarded. However,
some comments are necessary about the issue of the positional neutralization of
heterography, of which three instances have been identified in the course of this
work. This term means that a pair of actual graphs describable as belonging to
two different graphs on account of their formal differences in a non-neutralized
position in a graphic word shows no formal difference in a neutralized position
— and should thus be considered belonging to a single graph. More specifically,
in the three pairs identified, the non-neutralized position is ‘non-connected to the
left’ and the neutralized position is ‘connected to the left’. In the discussion which
follows, these actual graphs are represented in their shapes used in the non-neu-
tralized positions.

Two of these three pairs share a relevant feature which enables them to be
discussed together: Their rasms (bare shapes without dots) in the non-neutralized
position are <sand o, i.e. have a shallow versus deep bowl (a description borrowed
from Daniels 2013: 413). Generally, the shallow-bowled rasm — is used as the
basis for:

6 Following this approach, the distinction between such units as, for instance, | <a> and | <&, is
qualitative. In an alternative description, one could assume that each of the following graphs, ! <,
s «w» and s <y», can be combined with the graph ¢ <o, to result in | <&, ) <@, 3 <% and s > (in the
case of ¢, this combination would automatically require the deletion of the two dots). Thus, for
ingtance, | <> would be described as composed of two graphs, the 2alif ) <a> functioning as the sup-
porting graph and the hamza sign = <0>. Consequently, the opposition between ! <a> and | <& would be
quantitative. This approach has been rejected as descriptively more troublesome and less adequate.
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a. < —marking f (and v, in borrowings) in general Arabic graphy and
b. —— marking f in local Maghrebi graphy.

The deep-bowled rasm w is the basis for:

a. 8 — marking ¢ (and g, in borrowings) in general Arabic graphy and
b. & — marking ¢ in local Maghrebi graphy.

Since the graphs based on the shallow-bowled rasm — mark fricatives (f and v),
while those based on the deep-bowled rasm ¢ mark plosives (¢ and g), one could
speak of the ‘fricative rasm’ and ‘plosive rasm’. It might be concluded that the
shallow-bowled graph < marks v (fricative) while the deep-bowled & marks g
(plosive). However, the writing practice revealed in the corpus does not confirm
such correspondence (see under “G <> RV 2 «v»” and “GRAPH & «v»” in Ch. VI).

Having unique pointings, the graphs <, marking f in local Maghrebi graphy,
and &, marking ¢ in general Arabic graphy, are never affected by the positional
neutralization of heterography. The two remaining pairs, < vs. & and <§ vs. &,
need to be discussed. Within the first of these pairs, the graph < <f (the Hafs
tradition) marks f in general Arabic graphy, whereas & <fq> (the Wars$ tradition)
marks ¢ in the local Maghrebi graphy (see Sect. I.1.). The neutralization of het-
erography between them is exemplified in J4¢ , a graphic word which represents
MA fal ‘omen’ if it is read according to the Hafs tradition and gal ‘he said’ if the
Wars tradition is followed. Such ambiguities do not happen if the two traditions
are combined in a sensible way®'. However, a problem arises in a macrodescrip-
tion including the totality of graphs used in both traditions.

In consideration of our initial assumption that graphs are identified exclusive-
ly by virtue of their formal features, < and & cannot be distinguished as two dif-
ferent graphs in the neutralized (connecting) position, where each of them has the
shape 3. For this reason, a single graph 4 is posited in the description, transliterated
«H%, with two different non-linking shapes: < and &. The latter are differentiated
from each other in transliteration by means of subscripts reflecting the (typical)

® The combination of the War§ graphy of < for f with the Hafs graphy of & «g> for ¢ (this is
the case of the SA and MA text in Has.) does not result in a dysfunction. By contrast, combining the
Hafs graphy 4 <f> and < «f> for f with the War§ graphy 4 <f> and & <f > for ¢ would be dysfunctional
because of the neutralization of heterography between these two graphs in the connecting positions.

% Tt seems impossible to propose a transliteration symbol which would reflect both phonetic
functions of this graph. Ultimately, I have decided that «f), rather than «q, is a more intuitive choice,
because marking f is by far more frequent a function of ¢ than marking ¢, the latter being marginal,
as the corpus reveals.
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phonetic value of their unconnected rasms: «f> and <fq>, respectively®. The same
solution is adopted for < and & , a pair which is a differently dotted analogon of
< and &. They too are formally differentiable only in the non-connecting position
and are thus treated as one graph, 2 <v>*’, with two non-linking shapes: <& and &.
Their differentiation from each other in transliteration is achieved by means of
subscripts: <vp> and <V, respectively.

The third case of the positional neutralization of heterography is a graph
which in the neutralized position has the form £ | i.e. that of a kaf with three dots
above. Its function is to mark g. In the non-connecting position, two forms can
be taken into consideration: <X and &. They are based on the two non-connecting
rasms of the kafi < and <, described by classical Arab grammarians in the
following way: The first of them (used nowadays in modern Persian graphy) is
termed al-kaf al-maskiila, i.e. one ‘provided with a straight line [Sakl — M.M.]
above its stem’ (Gacek 2001: 79) serving as a diacritic mark which distinguishes
it from word-final J <I> (cf. al-Qalqa$andi [n.d]: 80-81, 155). Ibn Durustawayh,
a classical philologist (d. 956), disapproves of using this final rasm (1921: 72-
73). The second rasm, <, used currently in SA graphy, has no such line (is
muSarran min al-Sakl ‘lacking the Sakl’, Tbn Durustawayh 1921: 67). Instead, it
has a little Arabic S inside it to distinguish it from J «I> in the word-final posi-
tion. Which of these two non-neutralized rasms is the base for the kaf with three
dots in MA is not obvious. According to Kew (2005: 4-5), “the base form used is
consistently << and not <. He observes that “there are sources that show authors
deliberately using a final kashida®® to force a <-shaped character to take on the
shape &, so strong is the feeling that S rather than & is the correct form (...)”.
Unfortunately, we do not know what sources Kew meant. The form indicated in
Aguadé (2006: 259) is & while in Caubet (2017: 134), by contrast, it is < or,
to be precise, &, with a different shape of the bottom stroke (probably a result
of the use of a different font). As for the usage in the corpus, the graph in ques-
tion appears only in DK and HB. However, in the analyzed fragments of the

% 1t could be argued that the actual graphs <» and &, which I decided to consider unconnected
forms of a single graph & «f, should be described as two different graphs because they are formally
distinguishable. This is true. However, such a solution would make the description too complex,
with as many as three graphs having to be distinguished: &, <& (each of them occurring only in non-
neutralized positions) and 4 (occurring only in neutralized positions).

7 A transliteration symbol reflecting both phonetic functions of this graph would have to be
some sort of a combination of «v> and «q». I have opted for «v» because marking v rather than ¢ is its
more frequent function.

% The term kashida (Arabic 3358 kasida, borrowed from Persian »2:4S k&Sidé ‘extended’, ‘elon-
gated’) is used in typography and computing to denote the character «», marking a horizontal elonga-
tion of a letter in a word printed with the use of Arabic script (in this sense, it is also called fatwil
‘elongation’). Originally, in Arabic calligraphy, it means such an elongation in a handwritten word.
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former source, it does not occur in a non-neutralized form. In the latter, wher-
ever a non-neutralized form should be used, its neutralized connecting form <
appears, e.g.:

-

OR Y

«fwg (HB 16%)
fug ‘over, upon’

This probably confirms Kew’s opinion (although the solution adopted in HB was
to use a Unicode connecting presentation form rather than to add a kashida).
Since more corpus data are needed to decide on the relationship between < and &,
| transliterate £ as «g» without any further distinction.

Following the above considerations, a list of 42 graphs has been established,
including the 28 letters of the Arabic alphabet and 14 graphs not contained therein,
listed in Table 1 in Ch. ‘Transliteration’.

A space is understood as a spatial distance between two graphs that is per-
ceived as such by the users of MA graphy. Whether a space is there or not is easy
to determine in a position following a connecting graph because this is visible in
the shape of the graphs: For instance, ! » <m_a» is written with a space, while W
«ma» is not. By contrast, in the case of non-connecting graphs the issue is a matter
of only a relative distance, cf. »l vS. » |, which may be dubious. Another problem is
that connecting graphs can sometimes be found written very close to the following
graph but in their non-connecting form, e.g. la». However, since in this study only
qualitative relations are dealt with, no special distinctions need to be introduced
for such phenomena for the time being.

A generic term covering both graphs and the space used in this description is
characters.

Graphic units that are not bound by homography are bound by heterography
(symbolically, Hg)* and are heterographs with respect to each other. This relation
may bind both graphs, e.g. ¢ <& with g O, and graphic words (examples below).
It is defined on purely formal criteria and obtains regardless of the relationhips
of meaning, pronunciation and morphology. This is visible in the translations and

% This term is not to be understood in the conventional manner, as defined, for instance, by the
Oxford English Dictionary, as “Spelling that differs from that which is correct according to current
usage; ‘incorrect’ spelling”. Its sense is closer to, but not identical with, the second meaning indi-
cated there: “Irregular and inconsistent spelling (as the current spelling of English)” (“Heterography,
n.” 2018).
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transliterations given, not always exhaustively, for the graphic words in the fol-
lowing examples:

(2) Soe Hg pSie
«mn_km) «mnkm»
man kiumm moan-kim
‘from a sleeve’ ‘from youP”
3) sl Hg Jlsle
«ma_kan$» <makans$»
ma kan-$ ma kan-$
‘he was not’ ‘he was not’
4) Jd» Hg Jn Hg Jbal
«dyl> «dyal> <adyal>
dil dyal dyal
‘tail’ ‘of” (possessive ‘of” (possessive
preposition) preposition)
(5) <« Hg R Hg B
byt <byr» <byr>
bit bir bir
‘room’ ‘well’ ‘well’

Three types of heterography can be distinguished depending on the type of the
distinctive unit which differentiates two graphic words. In (2)-(3), the distinc-
tive unit is the space as opposed to its absence. This type of heterography is
termed linear heterography. In (4), the distinctive unit is a graph as opposed
to its absence. This type of heterography is referred to as quantitative™. In
(5), the distinctive unit is graph X in a given position of the graphic word as
opposed to graph y in the same position. This type is termed qualitative het-
erography.

The pronunciation of a graphic unit (a graph, a graphic word etc) is a real
or potential phonetic form that can be associated with it”". For instance, the

7 Linear heterography and quantitative heterography can be both viewed as subtypes of quan-
titative heterography in the broad sense because each of them relies on the opposition ‘presence of
a character’ vs. ‘absence of a character’, the respective distinctive character being a space or a graph.

I The phonetic form is understood here as systemic, not impressionistic. As has been men-
tioned at an earlier point, broad transcription is used throughout this work as long as the phonetic
transcription is not necessary.
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graphic word <8 ktbty ‘she wrote’, the meaning of which is assumed here
to be known from context, has two pronunciations: katbat and katbat, with the
vowel a in katbat being not represented in writing. By contrast, the graphic word
<liS ktbaty ‘idem’ has only one pronunciation: kathat, because the vowel a is
explicitly signalled in writing. Another example is the graphic word J& <gal>
‘he said’. Tt has two pronunciations: gal and gal, used interchangeably in some
regions of Morocco. By contrast, J& (gal> ‘idem’ has only one pronunciation,
gal, because the graph <S «&» is used specifically to represent g. A graphic unit
(a graph, a graphic word, etc.) which has more than one pronunciation is called
phonetically ambiguous, while those with only one pronunciation are phoneti-
cally univocal™. Phonetic ambiguity denotes the mere fact of having more than
one pronunciation, irrespective of whether the pronunciation intended by the
speller can or cannot be identified by the reader, e.g. with the help of the context
(as opposed to phonetic indeterminacy, see Sect. [V.2.1.).

Graphic words™ can be continuous or discontinuous. A continuous graphic
word is a graphic unit composed of graphs without spaces (punctuation marks are
disregarded). Examples:

(6) (7 (8)
«makntsy> (MH 45") klsy» (DB 251") knty (Mu. 47")
ma kint-$i kil §i kuint
‘I was not’ ‘everything’ ‘I was’

Discontinuous graphic words are defined on the basis of semantic and phonetic
properties of continuous graphic words. Hence, they are discussed in the follow-
ing chapter, devoted to graphemic concepts.

72 A need to introduce the concept of the set of all pronunciations which can be associ-
ated with a graphic unit was perceived by Hammarstrom (1976: 115), who proposed the term
‘nunceme’ to denote “[a]ll pronunciations of a letter (typeme), or of certain combinations of let-
ters (...)".

7> A distinction between (abstract) ‘graphic words’ and ‘actual graphic words’ can be made, on
analogy to that between (abstract) ‘graphs’ and ‘actual graphs’. In practice, however, such a distinc-
tion would seldom be needed.
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I11.2. Graphemic concepts

With the characters, viz. graphs and spaces, being analyzed with respect to their
meaning-differentiating and pronunciation-differentiating functions, the function-
al aspects of MA graphy come into play. This is thus the point where the graphet-
ics meets semantics and phonetics, and where the analysis is shifting from the
graphic level to the graphemic level™.

The first concept to be introduced here on the basis of the semantic and pho-
netic properties is that of a discontinuous graphic word. It is understood as a linear
sequence of two — or more — continuous graphic words divided by a space — or
spaces — and for which a homosemantic (having the same meaning) and homo-
phonous (having the same pronunciation) continuous graphic word (divisible con-
tinuous graphic word) exists’”®. Examples:

o oo [

«ma_knt_Sy> (MX 18 ) Kkl _8y» (HB 35%
ma kunt-$i kil s
‘I was not’ ‘everything’

The discontinuous graphic words in (9) and (10) have their homosemantic and
homophonous correspondents in discontinuous graphic words shown in (6) and
(7) in the preceding section. For the continuous graphic word given there in (8),
no corresponding dicontinuous graphic word exists.

On the basis of the semantic and phonetic relations between graphic words,
heterography can be divided into distinctive and variational. Distinctive hetero-
graphy (symbolically, DH) binds heterographic words that differ, even context-
independently, in meaning and pronunciation. The examples (2'), (4") and (5')
given below, based on (2), (4) and (5) shown above, illustrate this relation in its
three types: linear distinctive heterography (2'), quantitative distinctive heterogra-
phy (4") and qualitative distinctive heterography (5').

7* Note that in the present approach to MA graphy, graphemics is understood in its broad sense,
i.e. as dealing not only with the distinctive functions of graphs as opposed to one another (qualitative
graphemics) but also graphs as opposed to their absence (quantitative graphemics) and the space as
opposed to its absence (linear graphemics).

7> Here and in other parts of the present work, what is understood by such concepts as “ex-
ists”, “can be substituted for”, “can be added”, “can be deleted”, etc., is that a given form has been
recorded in the corpus or, in a looser sense, can be predicted as an expected form on the basis of
analogy; cf. the concept of expected forms introduced at the end of this chapter.
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2) S DH ¢S

«mn_km) «mnkm>

man kumm man-kim

‘from a sleeve’ “from you®”
4 d DH Jn

«dyl> «dyal>

dil dyal

‘tail’ ‘of” (possessive preposition)
(5" T DH o

<byt> <byr>

bit bir

‘aroom’ ‘awell’

Variational heterography (symbolically, VH) binds heterographic words
which are homosemantic and homophonous™ (even though for some graphic
words, this can be determined only with the help of context’”). Such words are
called variational heterographs (or simply heterographs, if this shortening does
not involve any ambiguity). They are the principal object of our interest in this
work. Below, some graphic words used in (3)-(5) are given to illustrate its three
types: linear variational heterography (3”), quantitative variational heterography
(4") and qualitative variational heterography (5"). Each of these types is discussed
in more detail in Sect. I11.2.1.

3" L VH sl
«ma_kans$» «makans)
ma kan-$ ‘he was not’

(4" Ja VH Jual dyal
«dyal> <adyal>
‘of” (possessive preposition)

76 Heterographs which are homophonous but not homosemantic also exist in MA but they do
not concern us here.

A third condition for graphic words to be considered bound by variational heterography could
be added: that of having the same morphological structure. For SA, it would exclude such pairs of
graphic words as verbs i (nma» and 3 <nma>. They both have the same meaning, ‘he/it™ grew’, the
same pronunciation, but different morphological structures, which becomes visible in other inflec-
tional forms. This is, however, a rare phenomenon and can be disregarded for MA.

7 Cf. the discussion of neutralized graphemic relation between graphs in Sect. 111.2.2.2.
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(5") Bty VH o
<byn <byr
bir ‘a well’

Some comments on the conditions of the variational heterographs being homoph-
onous and homosemantic are needed. As for homophony, the pronunciations of
the heterographs do not have to be absolutely identical as long as the phonetic
differences do not influence the graphy in question (this concerns, for instance,
affricatization, not marked in writing). In some cases, the condition of being ho-
mophonous does not mean that the two graphic words must have exclusively iden-
tical pronunciations. They only need to have at least one shared identical pronun-
ciation. For instance, in the pair JX «gal> and J% (galy, the pronunciation of the
former is gal, while the latter can be pronounced either gal or gal. If no extra- or
intratextual circumstances indicate which of these two pronunciations was intend-
ed by the speller, the two graphic words are considered homophonous — because
both are pronounceable as gal.

The condition of homophony excludes from the relation of variational het-
erography the following pairs of graphic words:

-

<bhaly (Sa. 209'%) «fhaly (WM 25,)
bhal fhal
‘like, similar to’ (preposition)

Both these graphic words mean the same and, historically, are composed of the
noun hal ‘state, situation’ with a preposition meaning ‘in’. However, the preposi-
tions are different, - and f-, which results in different pronunciations, depending
on the dialect variety (cf. Heath 2002: 235-36).

wouig [

ktqwl> (MX 1311 tqwh (LS 53,)
ka-dgul ta-dgul
‘you say’

Both graphic words have the same meaning and the same morphological struc-
ture: a present verb with an aspectual preverb. The preverb, however, has two
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different phonetic forms: ka- and ta-, the use of which depends on geographical
distribution (cf. Kjamilev 1968: 44, footnote 80; Aguadé 1996: 198-199)78.

e o

«ghh> (Rh. 174,) «ght> (Mn. 23.)
Ziha Ziht
‘direction, place, side’

These graphic words have the same meaning but different pronunciations due to
their different syntactic status: Form A is used in the free state (e.g. in the expres-
sion kull Ziha ‘everywhere’) and its feminine suffix is -a. By contrast, B is used in
the construct state (e.g. in the expression man ziht ‘on the part of’) and its femi-
nine suffix is -t.

oo [ e

<bnadm» (HB 9'") <Mnadmy (WM 27.)
bradom mnadam
‘human being(s)’

These two graphic words both mean the same and are historically related with SA
2ibn Padam ‘human being’, lit. ‘son of Adam’. The form bnadam is the dominat-
ing form in Morocco, while mnadam, resulting from the nasalization of b caused
by the neighbouring n, is used only in some varieties (cf. Heath 2002: 177).

o> [ L

swq> (HB 441) «<swo> (FL 1449%)
suq su?
‘souq, market’

78 According to Youssi (1992: 61), the two different preverbs have ceased to mark any regional
or dialectal differentiation and have become free variants, although ka- may seem preferrable to
some users and, in addition: “dans une suite de verbes d’un méme énoncé (coordonnés ou subordon-
nés), le premier a la variante ka et un ou plusieurs des verbes suivants peuvent avoir ta”.
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These two graphic words have the same meaning. Form A has the pronunciation
sug, which is dominant in Morocco, while B is pronounced su?, i.e. with a glottal
stop instead of ¢, a trait characteristic of many Jewish and some Muslim urban
pre-Hilalian dialects (Aguadé 2003: 87), like that of Fes, the pronunciation of
which is represented in FL (note the brackets added by the speller to mark this
local peculiarity).

It is more difficult to decide how to treat graphic words which represent pro-
nunciations resulting from phonetic reductions, especially consonant-cluster re-
ductions, whether occurring in rapid speech or having occurred historically. In
such cases, it cannot be ruled out that Form A, representing the non-reduced form,
can, apart from the primary non-reduced pronunciation, can also be pronounced
the same way as Form B, representing the reduced form, especially in rapid, less
careful speech. Examples:

b

<ht(4d) wahd> (Sa. 222°) t(a) wahd> (XM 82!%)
hatta wahad and tta wahad? tta wahad
‘nobody’

an e
an_ally> (HM 81%) mally> (DK 15))
mon-lli and malli? moalli

‘when’ (conjunction)

Should such a more flexible approach be adopted, A and B would be considered
variational heterographs. However, in order to avoid an excessively complex de-
scription, a stricter perspective has been preferred which assumes that such graph-
ic words are pronounceable always in accordance with their graphy.

In quite numerous pairs of graphic words, heterography is functionally am-
biguous, a phenomenon responsible for the context-dependency of MA graphy.
It occurs whenever at least one graphic word in a heterograph pair has ambigu-
ous graphy. Then, determining whether these words have the same meaning (and
pronunciation) is possible only on the basis of context, not the graphy itself. An
example of ambiguous linear heterography is the pair composed of the univo-
cal graphic word & W ma_8y> ma-Si ‘is not’ (Mn. 43.) and its heterograph -l
«masy>, which is an ambiguous graphy since it may have the same meaning, ‘is
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not’ (e.g. Rh. 163"), or a different one: ‘going to’ (future marker) (e.g. MX 21'%)
(with the pronunciations being the same). Ambiguous quantitative heterography
is exemplified by the pair of the univocal graphic word <UiS <ktbat> kathat ‘she
wrote’ and the ambiguous graphic word S «ktbty, which may have the same
meaning, ‘she wrote’, or a different one, for instance: ‘I wrote’ (its pronunciation
being different: kzobf). An example of ambiguous qualitative heterography is the
pair in which J& (gal> gal ‘he said’ is a univocal graphy, while the ambiguous
graphic word JS <kal> may have the same meaning, ‘he said’, or a different one,
‘he ate’ (with its pronunciation being different: kal).

Since variational heterography can be identified between words both context-
dependently and context-independently (in contrast to distinctive heterography,
which can only be identified irrespective of the context), some cases of ambigu-
ous heterography are cases of variational heterography.

Two other concepts that need to be introduced at this point are expected
forms and conditioned graphy. An expected form is a graphic word which has
not been recorded in the corpus but its occurrence is reasonably predictable on
the grounds of analogy with other forms recorded in the corpus. For instance,
)8 «karw> for garru ‘cigarette’ is an expected form because < <k> is used to
mark g in borrowings and, in addition, a corresponding definite noun has been
found in the corpus: s dkarw> I-garru ‘cigarette®” (HM 89'°). However,
positing an expected form can be risky because it may never be recorded. For
instance, MA emphatic (pharyngealized) consonants which correspond to SA
plain, i.e. non-emphatic (non- pharyngealized) consonants, are frequently writ-
ten phonetically. Some words, however, resist this tendency, the most notable
cases being the frequent words dar ‘house’ and ras ‘head’, which are always
written )2 «dar> and u+)L <rasy, never * Jusa «dary and *o=l) «rasy, respectively, in
the corpus. This preference being given to donor form-oriented graphy in these
particular cases can be attributed to ‘the weight of the orthography of the classi-
cal language’ (Aguadé 2013: 210, 214).

Conditioned graphy is a graphy which can occur only if another particular
graphy is used in a given graphic word (or graphic text). Consider the following
graphic word: ¢\ <aldwao» d-dwa ‘medicine, drug’ (Mn. 14"). In order for the
donor form-oriented graphy ending in ¢ <0» to be possible, the graph preceding it
must be | <ay, not & <&, because the latter never marks a word-medially (the form
*c553) aldwao> is not expected). Conditioned graphy also affects the use of the
Maghrebi traditional graphy: If a speller decides to use ¢ «f5 to mark ¢, then also f
must be marked in accordance with the Maghrebi graphy, i.e. by means of < «f,
not & <f5, in order to avoid ambiguity. However, using the Maghrebi < «f> to mark
f does not require marking ¢ as 4 «f>, because no ambiguity arises then (as is the
case in Has.).
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In the case of some graphic words, conditioned graphy is associated with
a varying frequency of use. For example, the word myat ‘hundred’ followed by
a noun denoting the counted object is most frequently written in either of the two
ways: <bw (myat> is thoroughly self-oriented (phonetic), e.g. <&l <lw (myat alH
myat alaf ‘a hundred thousand’ (XF 59'), while 4. (mayh» is thoroughly donor
form-oriented, e.g. <&l &l mayh_alf ‘idem’ (MX 42,,). The latter form copies the
SA 4 (mayh> ‘hundred’, in which ! <a» marks no sound but is a historical disam-
biguating graph (see point 4.a. in Sect. 1.3.), &5 <y» marks ? and s <h> marks t. Forms
with mixed graphy are recorded but rare: In 3k <myahy, e.g. 5,5l ste cmyah dwrw>
myat oro ‘a hundred euro’ (Rh. 126%), the phonetically spelt sequence <yas is com-
bined with the donor form-oriented 3 <h>. In 4 (mayhy, e.g. Ju & mayh ryaly
myat ryal ‘a hundred rial’ (MX 46'%), the unpronounced SA ! <a» is combined with
the phonetically spelt s <y>. Yet other combinations, e.g. <l (mayty, with the SA
I @ and & «y> combined with the self-oriented < <t», have not been recorded.

I11.2.1. Variational heterography

Until the present point, examples of minimal heterography, i.e. one based on one
distinctive unit only have been used. By contrast, non-minimal heterography
binds heterographs which differ in more than one distinctive unit of the same kind
(mixed heterography, involving distinctive units of various kinds, is dealt with in
Sect. 111.2.1.4.). Maximal heterography, in turn, means that two heterographs dif-
fer in the largest possible number of distinctive units (as evidenced by the corpus
or, in a looser approach, as can be expected on the basis of analogy). Finally, there
are graphic invariants, i.e. graphic words that have no variational heterographs
at all. Identifying these would be very useful as a basis for anyone intending to
propose orthographic norms for MA.

Although only qualitative heterography is dealt with in this book, some basic
issues related to the two remaining types of heterography, including those intro-
duced in the preceding paragraph, will be discussed in what follows.

II1.2.1.1. Linear variational heterography

The most frequent case of linear variational heterography is the minimal linear
variational heterography, i.e. one binding a divisible continuous graphic word
with a homosemantic and homophonous discontinuous graphic word which con-
tains one space. In more traditional terms, this means that the same phonetic word
can be written either as one word or as two words. An example, based on (7) and
(10), is given in (18).
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e

<kl8y> (DB 251") <kl 8y> (HB 35%)
kaill §i ‘everything’

Non-minimal variational linear heterography binds linear heterographs in which
the distinctive unit consists in more than one space, as in the following example,
based on (6) and (9):

(19)

«makntsy> (MH 45") ma_knt_Sy> (MX'18))
ma kunt-§i ‘1 was not’

At the same time, (19) shows maximal linear heterography, because Form A con-
tains the largest posssible number of spaces as distinctive units.

A category of graphically prefixed words needs to be distinguished in order
to account for the specific behaviour of some word-medial graphies. A graphi-
cally prefixed word, or a graphic word resulting from graphic prefixation, is
a linearly continuous graphic word corresponding to a phonetic word which is
analyzable, whether synchronically or diachronically, into two components: the
prefix (the definite article, a conjunction or a preposition) and the main com-
ponent. As a result of graphic prefixation, the originally word-initial graph of
the main component becomes accidentally word-medial (see Sect. 1.2.). Graphs
which otherwise do not occur in this position will be referred to as remnants”.
For instance, if the definite article |-, written J<I> or J) <al, is prefixed to a graph-
ic word beginning with ! <@, e.g. 3.»! <abrh> ibra ‘needle’, the resulting graphic
word, 3_¥! <alabrhy l-ibra ‘needle®”, contains word-medial ) <a>, a remnant,
since it does not occur word-medially in other situations. By contrast, the com-
positional structure of a graphically prefixed word can be obscured by writing at
least one of its components in a way which is never used without graphic prefix-
ation (such graphy may be called synthetic). For instance, if the conjunction w-
‘and’ is graphically prefixed to ila ‘if”’, normally written ! <ald), ! <ald> or b
<yla, the graphs ! <ay, | <@» or ¢ <y> marking the word-initial i may be retained:

7 This phenomenon is reminiscent of the SA spelling principle according to which graphically
prefixed conjunctions, prepositions and the definite article do not influence the graphy of the initial
graph of the main component.
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s waldy, s waldy or by <wyldy, or be dropped: s «wld> (Ba. 41,). The
latter graphy is an instance of synthetic graphy because * ! <l&> is never used for
an unprefixed ila ‘if’.

II1.2.1.2. Quantitative variational heterography

Let us recall that quantitative variational heterography between two graphic words
means that they are homosemantic and homophonous but one of them contains
a graph or graphs absent from the other. This graph, which will be referred to as
augment, may be added word-initially, word-finally or word-medially. In MA, it
is easy to find such augments marking stable (long) vowels: For instance, in (20),
the augment ! <a» in Form B is used to mark a.

o I o

agh (LS 35) aagl (Sa. 214,)

razal ‘man’

An augment, however, may have no phonetic function, for example:

e e

<dyalk> (MH 69%) «adyalk> (FL 111 )
dyal-ak ‘yours’, lit. ‘of yours’

Here, the augment in B is ! <a» used to mark a word-initial consonant cluster.

The two above examples show pairs of quantitative heterographs differing in the
absence or presence of one graph. They are thus cases of minimal variational
quantitative heterography. Non-minimal quantitative variational heterography is
easy to find. For instance, in the following pair, two augments, ! <a> and J <>, are
added word-medially in B.

- o

anly> (Sa. 211°) nally> (DK 15))
malli ‘when’ (conjunction)
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In quite frequent cases, one heterograph has an augment (or more), while the
other heterograph has another augment (or more). Put in a different way, either
of the heterographs is augmented with respect to the other. This kind of quantita-
tive variational heterography will be termed enantiodiacritic (from Greek évavriog
‘opposite’ and diaxpitikog ‘distinguishing’). To illustrate, below are two hetero-
graphs of the pronoun nta ‘you’. In A, the augment is the final ! <a», while in B, the
augment is the initial | <&.

@3) ik
<nta> (HB 48°) @nt> (BB 44'%)
nta ‘you’

In maximal quantitative variational heterography, one heterograph has no
augments and the other has all possible augments. The pairs in (20)-(22) are in-
stances thereof. Three others are given below.

e prasle

anknw (LS 35)) makanws> (Mu. 59
ma kanu-$ ‘they were not’

o

kdwn (Sa. 2227%) &katdwn (§D 111°)
ka-ddur (< ka-t-dur) ‘it" turns’

« Il T

<bhalw> (HB 4°) «abhalwa> (XM 57,)
bhal-u ‘like him/it™

Some pairs that show minimal quantitative heterography show also maximal
quantitative heterography. This is the case of (20) and (21) above. In yet another
situation, some words cannot accept or lose any augments and are thus quantita-
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tive invariants. As evidenced by the corpus, quantitative invariants include such
graphic words as: <4 <bab> bab ‘door’ and <l «dyk> dik ‘cock, rooster’, i.e. those
which represent phonetic words following the pattern CVC, with V being a stable
(long) vowel. Further research is, however, needed in order to arrive at a complete
picture of this issue.

I11.2.1.3. Qualitative variational heterography

The distinctive unit in qualitative variational heterography is a graph being in
graphemic variation with another graph in the same position of a graphic word.
Graphemic variation or variation, for short, can be defined with the use of the
concepts of substitutability and variational heterography. Two graphs x and y are
said to be bound by variation if there is at least one graphic word in which a sub-
stitution of graph x for graph y results in its (qualitative) variational heterograph.
For instance, the graph ! <a> is in variation with | <& because a substitution of | <a>
for T <& in wsl_ «r&s> ras ‘head’ results in its (qualitative) variational heterograph
ol <ras.

Depending on the relation between the sets of graphic words allowing varia-
tion, the following three types of variation are distinguished:

i.  Free variation between x and y (symbolically: x Fv y or y Fv X) means that
in every graphic word in which X is used it can be substituted for y and vice
versa. Graphs bound by this relation are termed free variants.

Example: <= <) and £ <& in MA (in all positions®), because in every graphic
word in which <= «g is used, £ <& can be substituted for it and vice versa.

ii. Asymmetrical variation between X and y (symbolically: X Av y) means that:
1. in every graphic word in which y is used, X can be substituted for it and
2. in at least one graphic word in which X is used, y cannot be substituted for
it.
Graphs bound by this relation are termed asymmetrical variants. The prede-
cessor of this relation (x in X Av y), i.e. the asymmetrical variant which can
be used in a greater number of graphic words, is termed strong variant. Its
successor (y in x Av y), i.e. the one which can be used in a lesser number of
graphic words, is termed weak variant.

8 For some graphs, their substitutability by other graphs depends on their position in the word.
This is discussed under each pair of variants in Ch. V1.
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Example: ! <@ Av i @&, word-finally, because:

1. in every graphic word in which | (3 is used, ! <a» can be substituted for it,
e.g. 1w «ybrd> and | <ybras> yabra ‘he gets cured’,

2. in at least one graphic word in which ! <a» is used, | <& cannot be substituted
for it, as illustrated by the graphic word 'S <ktbway katbu ‘they wrote’, of
which * 53 (ktbwa» is not a variational heterograph.

Asymmetrical variation is a transitive relation. For instance, if | <a> Av | &
word-initially and | <& Av | 3> word-initially, then also | <a> Av | «@ word-
initially.

Restricted variation (symbolically: X Rvy or y Rv xX) means that:

1. in at least one graphic word in which Y is used, X can be substituted for it,
2. in at least one graphic word in which y is used, x cannot be substituted for
it and

3. in at least one graphic word in which X is used, y cannot be substituted for
it.

Graphs bound by this relation are termed restricted variants.

Example: e <h> and s «<w» word-finally, because:

1. in at least one graphic word in which s «w» is used, e <h> can be substituted
for it, e.g. 558 ktbw» and 48 <ktbhy kath-u ‘he wrote it” are qualitative varia-
tional heterographs.

2. in at least one graphic word in which s «<w> is used,  <h> cannot be substi-
tuted for it, as illustrated in 558 <ktbw» katbu ‘they wrote’, of which 43S <ktbh>
is not a variational heterograph (it can represent, for instance, katb-u ‘write it’
or ‘he wrote it”).

3. in at least one graphic word in which » <h> is used, s <w» cannot be substi-
tuted for it, as illustrated in 4« klmhy kalma ‘word’, of which s klmw> is
not a variational heterograph (it can represent kallm-u ‘he talked to him’, ‘talk
to him!” or kallmu ‘they talked”).

The relations Fv and Rv are symmetrical and graphs bound by each of them can
be indicated in free order, e.g. = «g» Fv 2 g» is the same as £ @ Fv £ «g). By
contrast, relation Av is not symmetrical and the graphs bound by it must be given
as ordered pairs, e.g. | <@ Av | <&, but not *| <& Av | <a», i.e. with the strong variant
given first. Its inverse relation, symbolically x Av'' y, means that X can be substi-
tuted for by y in all graphic words, but not so the opposite.

Finally, there are pairs of graphs which are never in variation, i.e. in no graph-

ic word can graph x be substituted for y or vice versa without a change in meaning

69



and/or pronunciation. The relation binding them is graphemic opposition. It binds,
for example, < <b> and _ o, because in no graphic word can < <b> be substituted
for _ «r> or _ <> can be substituted for < <b> without a change in meaning and/
or pronunciation. This relation is, for the time being, of no interest because it ex-
cludes variational heterography.

Below are some examples of non-minimal qualitative variational heterogra-
phy, i.e. one based on the difference of more than one graph.

> I B

<nédrra> (Da. 51°) <hdrh> (HB 18))
hadra ‘talk, conversation’

= .

<aktr> (Ba. 48%) @ktr> (Rh. 163))
ktor ‘more’

- e
<tltas> (Rh. 95,) tltas> (Da. 99'3)

faltas ‘thirteen’

o

<ald> (TN 87) yla> (XF 56,))
ila “if®

Maximal qualitative variational heterography means that all substitutable
graphs in one graphic word are substituted for in its heterograph. Examples (27)-
(30) show this relation. A special and rather exceptional case of maximal qualitative
heterography is one in which all graphs in a graphic word are substitutable and
are substituted for in its heterograph. The only example of this absolute qualitative
variational heterography that I have been able to find in real texts is for SA. It con-
cerns, rather unsurprisingly, the graphy of a short word, viz. the preposition f7 ‘in’:
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e g
a> (?Iz. 5%) dy> (Has. 36)
/i “in’ (SA)

These two graphic words have different geographical distributions: such forms as
A can be found, for instance, in Egyptian SA (A is taken from a book published in
Cairo, see “w <& ~ ¢ <y»” in Sect. VI.1. on the Egyptian ya?), while B uses the lo-
cal Maghrebi graphy and can be found in Moroccan SA. As such, they are highly
unlikely to be found in a single text. In MA, the same pair of graphies can be used
for the preposition f- ‘in” (cognate of SA fi). Indeed, * <f&> is used in RA., but no
occurrence of . «fy> has been recorded in the corpus. Potentially, absolute quali-
tative variational heterographs can bind graphic words representing such phonetic
words as gfa ‘neck’ (& «qfé> ~ & «ffay), goffa ‘basket’ (48 «<gfh> ~ 4 «ffhy), fogsa
‘sorrow, affliction’ (L= «fqsa) ~ 48 «ffsar) or gaddaf ‘he rowed’ (<38 <«qdf> ~ —e38
«fdf>). The main reason why these pairs cannot been found in the corpus seems
to be that the traditional Maghrebi graphy, on which they partly rely, is almost
inexistent there.

By contrast, qualitative invariants, i.e. graphic words that admit no qualitative
variation, are quite abundant, e.g. < <byt> bif ‘room’, <US <ktab> kzab ‘book’, Ju>
«dyal> dyal ‘of” (possessive preposition), <uS <knt> kunt ‘I was’, <<l <almgrb»
[-Magrib ‘Morocco’. An attempt to formulate conditions for a graphic word in
MA to be a qualitative invariant is undertaken in Sect. VI.2.1.

Although the greatest weight in identifying qualitative variation rests on rela-
tions between graphs rather than those between graphs and sounds, sometimes
the representational aspect needs to be taken into consideration as well. This is so
because the substitutability of graphs which fulfil two different functions, includ-
ing marking two different sounds, should be treated in a special way. The first
argument for taking the representational aspect into consideration is that without
it, one type of variational heterography can be mistaken for another. Consider the
second and third graphs of each graphic word in (32) (the variation of the final
graphs can be disregarded here).

(2 s -

myat> (Rh. 161) mayhy (MX 46'2)
myat ‘hundred’ (in the construct state)
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These graphs are <ya> and <ay», respectively. From a purely formal perspective,
it appears that ¢ «y> is in variation with ! <a>, and ! <a» with ¢ <y>. But when the
representational functions of these graphs are considered, it becomes evident
that what we are faced with here is a stable ¢ <y>, marking y in both hetero-
graphs, and an enantiodiacritic | <a», which in A marks a, while in B it marks
no sound, but results from copying the SA historical disambiguating graph !
@ (cf. SA 4 (mayhy). Without considering the relationships between graphs
and sounds, quantitative heterography binding this pair could be mistaken for
qualitative.

Another argument for taking the representational aspect into consideration
is the existence of a phenomenon which will be referred to as pseudo-variation
(symbolically: Pv). It occurs between two graphs which are used in two hetero-
graphic words in the same position but mark two phonetically different and un-
related phenomena. Generally speaking, this happens when in one of the hetero-
graphs, graph X marks sound s, while in the other heterograph, graph y marks
sound s, (usually immediately linearly adjacent to sound s,) or does not mark any
sound at all (because it has some other function). Consider, for instance, the sec-
ond graph of each graphic word in (33).

(33)

<ala> (F¢ 49%) <lla> (FL 817)
lalla ‘madam’

These graphs, | <a> and J «b>, appear to be in variation. However, each of them
marks a different sound: in Form A it is a, in Form B it is | (to be more precise:
together with the third graph, also J <D, it marks the geminated ). In reality, these
graphic words are bound by enantiodiacritic quantitative heterography, which is
only apparently qualitative: in Form A, ) <a> is the augment, while in Form B, J
<I> is the augment — a situation which is not evident unless the representational
criterion is resorted to. In this case of pseudo-variation, each of the two graphs, al-
though having a different function, represents a phonetic phenomenon, viz. marks
a sound. Since both of these phenomena (sounds) pertain to one variety of Ara-
bic, viz. MA, this type will be referred to as intra-variety pseudo-variation. By
contrast, in inter-variety pseudo-variation, each of the two graphs has a function
belonging to the domain of a different variety. Consider the third graph of each
graphic word in (34).
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(34)

alawlady (Da. 66'%) <allwlay (HB 12.)
I-liwwla “first'®” (cf. SA s «alawld> Pal-2iald ‘idem’)

These graphs, | <& in A and J <I> in B, appear to be in variation. However, | >,
used in the donor-oriented graphy, reflects the sound 2 pronounced in the SA cog-
nate, while J 1>, used in the self-oriented phonetic graphy, reflects the lengthened
| in MA pronunciation. Thus, each of them carries out a different function, related
to a different variety.

By contrast, graphs that have the same function but one of them is a self-
oriented graphy while the other one is a donor form-oriented graphy, e.g. < <>
and < «t, both marking tin U <tany> and G <tany> tani ‘second’, or ! <a> and
<&, both marking a in w4 <ras> and sl <r8s> ras ‘head’, are considered to be in
variation, not pseudo-variation.

With pseudo-variation being a separate phenomenon, distinct from variation,
the fact that two graphs are bound by this relation will not be considered relevant
for classifying them into a single grapheme or two different graphemes (see Sect.
111.2.2.2. and VI.2.3.).

Finally, it should be observed that the intensity of variation between graphs
can be analyzed on two levels: abstract and actual. On the abstract level, what is of
interest is the proportion of abstract graphic words in which a given type of varia-
tion occurs. On the actual level, it is the frequency of actual graphic words, i.e.
graphic words recorded in the corpus, which are manifestations of a variation ob-
taining on the abstract level. For instance, on the abstract level, the substitution of
< «p for < <t by virtue of analogy (analogical graphy) can happen in every word
containing < «ty; on the level of actual words, however, it is a marginal variation,
i.e. one represented by relatively few pairs in the corpus. Situations like this one
are due to the marginal occurrence of one of the variants (e.g. & <t marking t, 3 «d>
marking d, ¢ < marking g, <& marking i) or both of them (e.g. those used for
marking 7 word-medially) in the corpus. By contrast, the substitutability between
s <> and s «<w» is limited on the level of abstract graphic words as it occurs only if
these graphs mark the personal suffix -u ‘him, his; it™, its™ word-finally. On the
level of actual graphic words, however, it is very frequent. For a description of the
MA graphy, both levels are important and this issue should be taken into consid-
eration when proposing an inventory of MA graphemes, to which purpose, mar-
ginal variation will be considered irrelevant. Hence, any variation should also be
characterized with respect to the frequency of its manifestation on the actual level.
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I11.2.1.4. Mixed variational heterography

Variational heterography can also be based on distinctive units representing two or
three different types. It is then referred to as mixed variational heterography. For
instance, (35) shows the co-occurrence of the qualitative and quantitative type.

(35)

<baraka> (XF 150') <barkh> (Sa. 210°%)
baraka ‘enough’

Qualitatively, the final ! <a> in A is substituted for with 3 <h> in B. Quantitatively,
A has the augment | <a» (following L ).

Instances of mixed variational heterography involving the qualitative, quanti-
tative and linear type at one time are less frequent. An example thereof are the two
following triply mixed heterographs representing the expression nfam-as ‘sir!’
(a contraction of n{am, a-sid-i ‘yes, my sir’):

(36)

mim_4&s> (Ba. 83%) nfamas> (HB 21%)
nfam-as ‘sir!’

Qualitatively, | <& in A is substituted for by | <a> in B. Quantitatively, | <a> is added
after ¢ <9 in B. Linearly, A has a space following » «m», while B has none.

In the two above examples, the heterography of each kind was minimal. The
two examples below show mixed variational heterography with the quantitative
type being non-minimal.

(37)

dbgyt> (LS 51,) dly_bgyt (Sa. 215,)
1li bgit ‘what I want’

In this pair, augments J <I> and ¢ <y> are added in B (which one of the two graphs

J«D is the augment is indeterminate). The pair shows doubly mixed heterography
because the graphic words also differ linearly: B has a space preceding <« <b>.
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(38)

«f&4_almya> (Rh. 37°) dlmayh> (HB 15,))
fo-l-mya ‘per cent’

In (38), qualitatively, the final ! <a> in A is substituted for with & <h» in B. Quan-
titatively, A has two augments: < <a&> and | <a> preceding J «I>, while B has one:
«@ following » <m» (enantiodiacritic quantitative heterography). Linearly, A has
a space and B has none. Thus, this pair shows triply mixed heterography and its
quantitative heterography is non-minimal and enantiodiacritic.

Finally, maximal mixed variational heterography binds heterographs which
are based on two or three types of variational heterography and differ in every
possible distinctive unit. In other words: qualitatively, every substitutable graph
is substituted for; quantitatively and linearly, every augment and space which can
be added or removed is added or removed. In short: the two graphic words cannot
differ more. For instance, in (39)-(41), the qualitative and quantitative variation
is used up maximally (the pairs show no linear heterography since each of these

graphic words is a linear invariant).

<bhalh> (BB 107,) <abhalwa> (XM 57,)
bhal-u ‘like him/it™

(39)

Qualitatively, e <hy marking -u ‘him, his; it™, its™ in A, is substituted for by s <w»
in B. Quantitatively, ! <a» is added word-finally (the false 2alif al-wigaya, written
by virtue of analogy, see point 4.b. in Sect. 1.3.) and word-initially (signalling
a word-initial cluster).

S e

<axda> (MH 66, ) «xda> (Rh. 36,))
xda ‘he took’

Qualitatively, 2 «d> marking d in A (donor-oriented graphy) is substituted for

with the phonetic 2 <d> in B, while the word-final | <a> is substituted for by < <«&.
Quantitatively, ! <a> (signalling a word-initial cluster) is added word-initially in A.
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Pairs showing maximal mixed variational heterography with three types of
heterography are difficult to find. One is given in (41).

@) eyl

n'qwliyks (D2 13°) angwl_Ik> (XM 119,)
ngul-lik ‘I tell you’
(Pronunciation with g and i for A and B, respectively, is assumed)

Qualitatively, ¢ <> in A is substituted for by = <& in B. Quantitatively, A has the
augment ¢ <y»>, while B has a (discontinuous) gemination of J <> (which one of the
two graphs d «I> is the augment is indeterminate) and word-initial | <a>. Linearly,
A has no space and B has one.

Sometimes, the co-occurrence of quantitative and qualitative heterography
involves the conditioned graphy of some graphs. Consider the following hetero-
graph pair:

(42)

aldwas (Rh. 200, <aldwao> (Mn. 14'")
d-dwa ‘medicine, drug’

Quantitative variation, i.e. the addition of the augment ¢ 0> word-finally, requires
a qualitative variation: ¢ <@ in A must be substituted for by ! <a> in B, because
<& cannot occur word-medially.

I11.2.2. Grapheme

The grapheme is one of the fundamental notions in the lingustic study of writing.
As the term itself suggests, its theoretical status within graphemics is assumed
to be analogous to that of phoneme in phonology. This analogy is true at least
insofar as the grapheme, like the phoneme, has been conceptualized and defined
in many various ways since this term was used for the first time by Baudouin de
Courtenay (1901: 116, cf. Ruszkiewicz (1981b [1978]: 21, 27). For the needs of
the present work, instead of recapitulating its history (for an overview see Kohrt
1985), it seems preferrable to present the two principal conceptions that have
evolved around it and which will be referred to, following Giinther (1988: 72), as
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the representational conception (‘Repriasentanzkonzeption”) and the distinctivity
conception (‘Distinktivititskonzeption’). In the following paragraphs, they will
be presented and discussed in the context of MA graphy. Further on, problems re-
lated to describing MA graphy with the use of the concept of grapheme within the
distinctivity conception will be highlighted and a modified approach proposed.

I11.2.2.1. Two main approaches to the concept of grapheme

According to the representational conception, a grapheme is understood as a graphic
representation of a sound or a phoneme. Graphemicists who adhere to this view ask
questions about how particular sounds or phonemes can be represented in writing
by means of graphemes. The result of their analyses are lists of correspondences
between sounds, or phonemes, and graphemes. As far as linguists are concerned,
this view is held, for instance, by Hammarstrom, who defines the grapheme as “the
class of graphs which denote the same phoneme” (1981 [1964]: 97). It can also be
encountered in publications intended for a wider audience. For example, the Ox-
ford English Dictionary defines a grapheme as:

The class of letters and other visual symbols that represent a phoneme or cluster of pho-
nemes, as e.g. the grapheme «f> consists of the allographs (...) f, ff, F, Ff, gh, ph, and Ph
which represent the phoneme /f/ in fun, huffy, Fingal, Ffoulkes, cough, graph, and Philip
respectively; (...) (“Grapheme, n.”, 2018).

In contrast, the distinctivity conception is based on an assumption that writing is
a self-contained system and, consequently, it regards the grapheme as a language
unit independent from whatever sound(s) or phoneme(s) it can represent. Within
this approach, a grapheme is conceived of as a unit that should be analyzed with
respect to other graphemes in terms of its distinctive functions, without asking
questions about its representational function, which matters on a different level,
the phonetic one. In this manner, the grapheme is defined by Giinther (1988: 72)
as the least meaning-differentiating unit of written language. This is where its
resemblance to the phoneme is believed to reside®!.

The feasibility of establishing graphemes in a way analogous to phonemes has
been challenged by some linguists. For instance, Kohrt argues that the grapheme
and the phoneme ‘“can never be really on a par” (1986: 91), the main reason for
this being that they have different domains: The written units (graphs, letters,

81 Because of this postulated analogy between the grapheme and the phoneme, Kohrt (1986:
84) terms this conception analogical conception (or conception of methodological analogy). Refer-
ence conception is his term for Giinther’s representational conception.

There are also other uses of the term ‘grapheme’, one of them being a synonym for a ‘letter’ or
other unit of a script, “with no theoretical content at all” (Daniels 2013: 415, footnote 9).
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graphemes) are pre-established for a specific purpose, or “prestabilized from the
outset”. Only at a later stage are they ‘blended’, resulting in a continuum, which
is thus secondary. In spoken language, by contrast, the continuum is primary, and
its units must be detected and individuated (p. 90). Besides, as Kohrt observes,
“[w]riting always presumes some kind of consciousness (which is not necessary
in the sphere of spoken language)” (p. 93), with which Daniels (2013: 415) agrees,
speaking of writing as “the consciously devised phenomenon”. Another reason
why the number of analogies between the units and relations of written language
and those of spoken language is limited is because the influence and impact of an
individual user on the totality of written texts (relatively smaller) are much stron-
ger than those on the totality of spoken utterances (relatively larger). This is one
of the reasons why, as Giinther (1988: 79) points out, the relationships between
units of written language are much more unsystematic than those between units
of spoken language (cf. also Rogers 2005: 11, who remarks that “writing is much
more varied in its structure than speech”). For a discussion of the controversy on
the possibility of a structural graphemics, see Daniels (1992, 1995) and Herrick
(1995a, 1995b). In the following section, the problem of the grapheme will be dis-
cussed in the context of MA against the background of its phonological relations.

I11.2.2.2. The grapheme in the context of Arabic script

Previous research on the Arabic script used for MA, and SA as well, which was
presented in Sect. II.1., can be characterized as following the representational ap-
proach: It concentrates on describing which letters or signs (sometimes referred
to as ‘graphemes’, e.g. Aguadé 2006: 256, footnote 18, 259) are used to mark par-
ticular sounds. However, should the representational conception of the grapheme
be consistently applied to MA, it would have to be specially modified in view of
some peculiarities of its graphy. One of them is that two classes of graphemes
would have to be distinguished: obligatory graphemes and facultative graphemes,
corresponding to the primary and secondary graphic system, respectively, dis-
cussed in Sect. I.2. Secondly, and more importantly, following the model of SA,
the Arabic script used for MA uses graphs which do not represent any sounds,
but have other functions: For instance, the graph ! <a» marks some verbal cat-
egories (the ?alif al-wigaya) or signals a word-initial consonant cluster (pseudo-
prothesis). On the other hand, some MA sounds, in particular vowels, may be not
represented in script. Thus, when drawing up an inventory of MA graphemes un-
derstood representationally, one would have to depart from two different points:
from graphemes, to which sounds are assigned, and from sounds, to which graph-
emes are assigned. Another difficulty in this approach is that graphic words are
frequently phonetically ambiguous (see Sect. III.1.), which sometimes makes as-
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sociating graphemes with sounds (or phonemes) very unsystematic. This applies
to both MA and SA. For instance, in SA, 3 <> marks t in graphic words used in
the construct state, but in pausal positions, it is interpretable as marking either
a or no sound at all (if the task of marking a is assumed to be carried out by the
fatha, a vocalization mark hardly ever written in this position). In the free state,
this graph marks either a or t, often depending on the speaker’s free choice. The
representational function of 3 <h> also depends on semantic factors: For instance, it
is practically never pronounced when used in graphic words representing personal
names. Within the representational approach, special descriptive treatment would
also be required for MA words following a donor-oriented graphy which is at odds
with MA pronunciation: This approach would be at a loss as to how to reflect the
fact that in the case of the donor-oriented graphy the relationships are not ‘MA
meaning > MA phonetic form > MA graphic form’, but rather ‘M A meaning > SA
phonetic form > MA graphic form’.

The distinctivity approach, by contrast, does more justice to the self-con-
tainedness of the writing system. This relatively strong independence of written
language from spoken language is especially visible in the case of Arabic script.
While reading texts written in this writing system, it is usually not necessary to
know the pronunciation of particular words, especially as far as vowels are con-
cerned (let alone to read these words aloud) in order to understand what they
mean®. Thus, in reading a MA text written in Arabic script, knowing the meaning
is, in a way, cognitively prior to knowing the pronunciation.

However, while this study gives precedence to the distinctivity approach in
order to focus on variational heterography with the aim to establish graphemic
relations between graphs and thus arrive at graphemes, the representational con-
ception is sometimes resorted to as well. Representational relationships between
graphs and sounds cannot be disregarded completely, unless one is willing to ne-
gate the fact that writing has been developed as a means of reflecting spoken
language. In numerous cases, a close look at representational relationships helps
to identify spelling principles underlying particular graphies, especially to dis-
tinguish variation (different spellings for the same phonetic phenomenon) from
pseudo-variation (different spellings signalling different phonetic phenomena).

The distinctivity approach is not without its problems, not only as far as the
MA graphy is concerned. As observed above, relationships between the units of
written language have been characterized as less regular in comparison with those
binding the units of spoken language. However, even the latter are not always

82 Cf. Abu-Rabia & Taha (2016: 325-326), who observe: “The reading-aloud tasks require pho-
nology and grapheme-phoneme conversion. Silent-reading comprehension, however, may require
visual-orthographic identification of roots of words for initial lexical access more than phonological
representation”.
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fully systematic: There are cases in which a pair of sounds is capable of differ-
entiating meaning context-independently in some contexts, while in others, they
are context-independently mutually interchangeable. In yet other word pairs, their
relation is context-dependent, i.e. context is needed to determine whether two
words differentiated only by the opposition of these two sounds have the same
meaning or not. In other words, their phonetic opposition is functionally deficient.
Two pairs of MA sounds, s ~ § and g ~ g, will be used to illustrate this. The pair S
~ § is a clear context-free case of phonological opposition if, for instance, the pair
sqa ‘he gave (someone) to drink; he fetched (water)’ vs. §ga ‘he got tired’ is con-
sidered. But in some other pairs, these sounds are in free variation: for example,
‘sun’ in MA is both Sams and sams, and ‘window’ is both sarZom and sarzam. This
pair of sounds can also be in a neutralized relation, i.e. it is only from context that
one can determine the semantic relationship between sadd and sadd: whether they
mean the same, i.e. ‘he closed’, or two different things, for instance ‘he closed’
vs. ‘a dam’. The pair ¢ ~ ¢ is similar in this respect. Used in some words, these
sounds are capable of differentiating meaning irrespective of context, e.g. gana
‘good mood’ vs. gana ‘ditch’, and thus should be considered to be bound by pho-
nological opposition. But in other words, they are in variation: ‘he said’ is both gal
and gal, and ‘in front of” is both giiddam and qiiddam. There are also word pairs
the semantic relationship between which can be determined only from the context,
for instance, ga$ and ga{ can mean the same, ‘bottom, pedestal’ or two different
things: ‘all’ and ‘bottom, pedestal’, respectively.

Perhaps the relative numbers of word pairs representing particular relations
could be resorted to in order to determine the functional status of such pairs of
sounds. In MA, some pairs of sounds predominantly differentiate meaning con-
text-independently, while words in which they are in variation, or in a neutralized
relation, are marginal. This is the case of s and §. Their predominant meaning-
differentiating capability is an argument for classifying them into two phonemes.
Some other sounds, by contrast, are predominantly in variation, while pairs in
which they differentiate meanings context-independently are rare. The pair g and
q is an example of this. Their marginal meaning-differentiating capability might
be an argument for placing these two sounds in one phoneme, as variants®3. How-
ever, deciding whether the meaning-differentiating capability is strong or mar-
ginal can be difficult for some pairs, e.g. s and s, without a statistical count.

8 Relationships such as the one between ¢ and g have turned out problematic for scholars. For
instance, Sanchez (2014: 93) says that (in the dialect of Marrakesh) /g/ is considered an allophone
of /g/ ‘in some words in which it is a free variant’, but in the next sentence he adduces pairs which
“fully justify the phonemic status of both realizations’. This can only mean that g and ¢ are both in
one phoneme and in two different phonemes at the same time. Laconically, Danecki writes of ‘an
imbalance between the phonemes ¢ and g’ (1989: 141).
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Instances of the unsystematicity of functional relationships between units can
be found even more easily in written language. In the MA graphy, it frequent-
ly happens that a pair of graphs is capable of differentiating meanings context-
independently in some pairs of graphic words, while in others, they are freely
interchangeable irrespective of the context (graphemic variation), and in yet oth-
ers their graphemic relation is neutralized, i.e. it is context that determines the
semantic relationship between the graphic words (the latter situation occurs if at
least one of the heterographs is an ambiguous graphy). Consider the following ex-
amples of pairs of graphs and functional relations which can bind them (phonetic
relationships do not concern us at this point).

Example 1: G <> and 4 ko, in all positions
a. Meaning-differentiating function, e.g. in the pair: |8 «<qra> gra ‘he read, he
studied’ vs. 1_S <kra> kra ‘he rented’;
b. Graphemic variation, e.g. in the pair: I8 «qdam> vs. ¢S <kdam» giiddam ‘in
front of”;
c. Neutralized relation, e.g. in the pair J& <gal> vs. JS kaly, which depending
on the context may have the same meaning and pronunciation: gal ‘he said’,
or two different ones: gal ‘he said’ vs. kal ‘he ate’.

Example 2: s <h> and s «<w», word-finally
a. Meaning-differentiating function, e.g. in the pair: /S <krah> kra-h ‘he rented
it’ vs. s1_S <kraw> kraw ‘they rented’;
b. Graphemic variation, e.g. in the pair: 4is_ 2 (ndrsthy vs. sis)de (ndrstw>
madrast-u ‘his school’;
c. Neutralized relation, e.g. in the in the pair: 43S <ktbh> and 58 ktbwo,
which depending on the context may have the same meaning and pronuncia-
tion: katb-u ‘he wrote it’, or two different meanings (and pronunciations): 458
katb-u ‘he wrote it’ or kathba ‘a writing’ vs. 535S katbu ‘they wrote’, ‘write!P” or
katb-u “write it!”.

Relatively numerous pairs of graphs are bound in MA graphy by what is re-
ferred to here as the neutralized relation. In many cases, for example that of G «q»
and & o, it is difficult to tell if they are used more in the meaning-differentiating
function or in graphemic variation, in contrast to pairs for which one relationship
is dominant. Therefore, for the purpose of proposing an inventory of MA graph-
emes, the different types of qualitative variation will be considered and used to ne-
gotiate descriptively the problem of these functional multivalencies. The priority
in this approach to classifying graphs into graphemes is given to variation rather
than opposition. Thus, the criterion proposed provides: Two graphs are classified
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into one grapheme if and only if they are bound by free variation or asymmetrical
variation, in all possible positions, and the variation is not marginal.

This criterion has the following consequences: Two graphs that are never in
variation with each other are classified into two different graphemes. A graph that
has no variants at all is classified into a separate grapheme. Two graphs that are
in restricted variation or pseudo-variation can be in one grapheme but neither of
these relations entails classifying the pair into one grapheme.

Variants belonging to one grapheme are called allographs. An allograph which
occurs in restricted environments, i.e. depends on some additional conditions, is
a non-basic allograph. The allograph which is independent of such additional
conditions and can be used in a greater number of environments is the basic al-
lograph.

Before the issue of graphemes in MA is taken up again in Sect. VI.2.3., par-
ticular cases of variation between graphs will be illustrated and analyzed in Sect.
VI.1. This will be preceded by a discussion of some other specific problems re-
lated to the description of MA graphy and of the spelling principles operating in it.



IV. Moroccan Arabic graphy.
Descriptive problems

In the following paragraphs, some methodological problems related to the descrip-
tion of MA spelling are discussed (some of them are indicated in Michalski 2017).
First, this concerns various types of indeterminacy of graphs and graphic words,
i.e. the impossibility to identify in a non-arbitrary way a unit under description or
relations that bind it with other units. Second, the issue of idiosyncratic and rare
graphies and their descriptive treatment will be discussed.

IV.1. Graphic indeterminacy

Graphic indeterminacy can be explained with the use of the concepts of actual
graphs and abstract graphs (see Sect. III.1.). It consists in the impossibility of
associating an actual graph or sign used in a given text with one of the abstract
graphs existing in the language awareness of the language users. In plain words,
this means that what is written, printed or displayed in a particular place of a par-
ticular text cannot be deciphered. Consider, for instance, (1) and (2).

o o

<«@"hw> or <&hw»? (Da. 65, «@d=ah> or <ad*ah»? (MX 33.)
u-htiwwa ‘and he’ dda-h ‘[it] took him’

The first graph in each of these two graphic words is clearly | <3>. However, the
hamza sign overlaps in each case with an indistinct sign, probably a damma, - <%,
in (1) and a fatha, = <&, in (2) (note that the latter is normally written above, not
below, the hamza). Such situations are often in both sources. (3) and (4) are other
examples of graphic indeterminacy.

ORI (4) -

«m~ha> or cm*h?ay? (Mm. 1127%) «galwa> or k*alwa)? (XM 70.)
mma-ha ‘her mother’ galu ‘they said’:
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In (3), a partly blackened circle appears as a secondary graph (a situation quite
often in Mm.). It can only be guessed that this represents a Sadda, - <>, superposed
on a sukiin, : <». In (4), the first letter has a short stroke above which is printed in
a way that makes it look like a fatha, - <, a situation quite often in XM. However,
after comparing a number of words containing this graph in this source one can be
sure that the stroke is not a fatha but a constituting part of the graph <= «g».

These and similar problems, resulting from the imperfections of printing tech-
nology, are rather rare and can be neglected. Examples affected with this kind of
indeterminacy are not used in the work.

IV.2. Functional indeterminacy

Functional indeterminacy means the impossibility of determining the function of
a given graph. A special case thereof is phonetic indeterminacy, which means
that it is known that the function is marking a sound but it cannot be determined
which one (see Sect. IV.2.1.). First, however, two other cases of functional inde-
terminacy will be discussed: one concerning some graphs used word-initially and
another one concerning some graphs used word-medially at the boundary of two
morphemes.

The first example concerns the function of | <& used word-initially, e.g. in
Sal «@hkay (Da. 75°). This graph can be interpreted either as a pseudo-prothesis
indicating a word-initial consonant cluster; the pronunciation is then /ka and the
meaning ‘he told’. Another interpretation is that it marks the conjunction u- ‘and’,
with the pronunciation being u-/ka and the meaning ‘and he told’ (on this prac-
tice, see Aguadé 2006: 267-268). The latter interpretation is suggested by context,
by other graphic words which more clearly show that this conjunction is written in
this way and by the fact that /ika is written with no pseudo-prothesis in this source,
e.0. oS> sl calsgyrhkdy s-sgir hka ‘the little one told’ (Da. 75?%) (the absence of
space is irrelevant here). What goes against this interpretation is that other graphic
words can be found in Da. in which | (3 is clearly used as a pseudo-prothesis, e.g.
in <l dbdt> in the phrase: @l il dmnyn_ &bdt> u-mnayn bdat (or mnayn bdat)
‘and when she began’ (or ‘when she began’) (Da. 48.). Another example is that of
the graphic word 53 <asnw> ‘what’ (TN 46'"), which has two possible pronuncia-
tions: 8nu and asnu. If the former pronunciation is assumed, the function of ! <a
is to signal a pseudo-prothesis. If the pronunciation is taken to be asnu, the graph
marks the vowel a.

The second case of functional indeterminacy concerns some graphs used
word-medially. For instance, it cannot be determined whether | <a> in «5\&
<kad'wb ka-ddub ‘you melt’ (Rh. 13,) is used to mark the vowel a in the preverb
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ka- or is a remnant of the word-initial pseudo-prothesis signalling the gemina-
tion dd. Either interpretation can be supported by the speller’s decisions found
elsewhere in his text: On the one hand, ka- is normally written \S <ka> there.
On the other hand, a pseudo-prothetic ! <a> is used in <53 <ad'wby ddub ‘she/it’
melts’ (Rh. 1913).

The use of the above or similar cases will be avoided in the subsequent analy-
sis and clearer examples will be adduced instead.

IV.2.1 Phonetic indeterminacy

Phonetic indeterminacy is a phenomenon situated at the intersection of functional
indeterminacy and phonetic ambiguity (see Sect. III.1.). It occurs when a graphic
word or graph has more than one pronunciation, i.e. it is phonetically ambiguous,
and the pronunciation intended by the speller cannot be determined even when the
meaning is known and a context given. The difference between phonetic ambigu-
ity and phonetic indeterminacy consists in that the former merely denotes the fact
of having more than one pronunciation, irrespective of whether the pronunciation
intended by the speller can or cannot be identified by the reader, e.g. with the
help of the context, while the latter concerns cases where the identification of the
intended pronunciation is impossible.

The basic and most common case of phonetic indeterminacy concerns two
(or more) possible pronunciations which can be associated with a graphic word.
This can happen between a MA graphic word and its SA cognate or between two
MA words. The former situation means that it is impossible to determine whether
a graphic word represents a MA word or its SA cognate. It occurs if the MA word
is phonetically similar to its SA cognate or is written in a donor form-oriented
way. An example of this is the graphic word J3¥! <alaw'l> “first®” in (5).

)

dalst alaw'ls (TN 44%)

‘in the first row’

fo s-soff I-luwwal or fo s-saff' I-Pawwal ?

(cf. SA UV atall & (fy als alaw'hs fi s-safft I-Pawwal ‘idem”)

Although its meaning is known, its pronunciation is indeterminate: it can be either
MA I-liiwwal (cf. the univocal graphy J3U! <allw'ly, used in the same phrase in Rh.
30%) or SA [-?awwal. Since the context in which the entire phrase is used concerns
religious matters, SA pronunciation may be intended.
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This type of indeterminacy would not occur if one could be sure that a text
under analysis is consistently written in one particular variety of Arabic: MA or
SA. However, linguistic interference, or code-mixing, between MA and SA is
encountered in both spoken (cf. Durand 2004: 40-42) and written contexts®, to
which the following example bears witness:

(6)

dn_é&xfykm_walw> (BB 160,)
lan Puxfiya-kum walu
‘T will not keep anything back from you®”

In this phrase, the negated verb with the suffixed pronoun, meaning ‘I will not
keep back from you” has the SA future negation particle lan and the SA verbal
affix 7u- (however, the rection of the verb is not correct SA: It should be Puxfiya
Calay-kum, i.e. with the preposition §ala). In contrast, the word walu ‘nothing’ is
clearly MA. Such cases of code-mixing suggest that authors can be expected to
use SA words in phrases which appear to be written entirely in MA. For the needs
of the present work, it is assumed that if a graphic word used in a MA context has
a SA form but is pronounceable in the MA manner, it represents a MA word spelt
in the donor form-oriented graphy.

As for phonetic indeterminacy between two MA words, these two words may
belong to two different varieties of MA or to a single one. Sometimes, it is difficult
to determine the variety of MA a text is written in or the pronunciation intended by
the speller (cf. Aguadé 2005: 247, 2.2.1.). A good illustration of this problem con-
cerns the pronunciation of the expression resulting from attaching some personal
suffixes to the preposition |- ‘for, to’. The resulting form may contain -i-, e.g. li-k
‘to you’ and li-h ‘to him’, or not, lo-k ‘to you’ and I-u ‘to him’. Aguadé charac-
terizes the pronunciation of this expression as “[d]epending on the dialect” (for
instance, “[p]rehilalian dialects have always forms without it” [i.e. without -i],
Aguadé 2006: 267). Some graphies are unambiguous in this respect: The graphy
with s <i> always stands for forms with i: 44 <lyh> clearly represents li-h, while that

8 Durand (2004: 40) actually equals what results from code-mixing between vernacular MA
and SA to the variety which is intermediate between them, termed ‘middle Arabic’, al-Sarabiyya
al-wusta (or ‘modern MA” in Youssi 1992).

For a discussion of linguistic interference illustrated with EA and Syro-Lebanese Arabic mate-
rial, see Diem (2006: 25-52, esp. 36-52 for the morphological, syntactic and lexical levels). Cf. also
Mejdell (2014), dealing with strategic bivalency, i.e. elements belonging to the two different variet-
ies of Arabic deliberately used and manipulated by language users, in EA.
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with s > always stands for forms with u: 5! <Ilw> clearly represents I-u. However,
the graphy with no ¢ <i> or s «w, 41 <lhy, is ambiguous: it can be read both ways:
li-h or I-u. The form and meaning of the expression resulting from attaching suf-
fixal pronouns to this preposition have been presented in various ways in descrip-
tions of MA%, which makes the description of the graphic words representing
them even more problematic.

This problem also affects texts written in a single variety and even those repre-
senting the speech of a single character of a narrative. For instance, on one page in
BB, when one of the characters of the novel says ‘tell them!’, her words are repre-
sented by means of the ambiguous graphy ~& 8 «gul’_1hm» (BB 213') in one line,
while in another the univocal one 22! (K ¢gul’ lyhm™ (BB 213%) is used. Hence, it
might seem that these two graphies both represent the same pronunciation and that
the ambiguous graphy should be read gu/ /i-hiim rather than gu/ [-hiim. However,
it can also happen that two different univocal graphies indicate the use of the two
paradigms in a text or a line representing the speech of a single character. For
instance, forms belonging to the two different paradigms, li-h and I-u, are used in
the narrator’s words in Da. in one line:

(7

«@hka lyh ma gra 1"w> (Da. 75%7)
u-hka li-h ma zra l-u
‘and he told him what happened to him’

This and similar cases (which can also be found, for instance, in HM) suggest that
the use of these two paradigms by individuals may be inconsistent.

Another instance of phonetic indeterminacy within a single dialect, one of
the quantitative type, too, concerns the initial ! <ay in some graphic words. For
instance, | <a> in |58 <atktbway tkatbu ‘youP write’, could be best interpreted as

8% Some authors give only one paradigm: Thus, only forms without -i- are given in Harrell’s
grammar (1962: 138, 143) and used throughout his dictionary (Harrell 1966), both works being
based on the speech of the educated urban speakers from Fez, Rabat and Casablanca. By contrast,
forms with -i- are given in Aguadé & Benyahia’s dictionary (2005, in particular p. 87, s.v. I-), based
on the Casablanca variety, and Sanchez (2014: 218-219, 234), a description of the dialect of Mar-
rakesh. According to Caubet (1993: 206), there are two prepositions that are different semantically:
I- (the short form) “marque un déplacement vers quelque chose” and “généralement la construc-
tion indirecte” (e.g. in Snu gal lo-k? “What did he tell you?’), while li- (the long form) “marque
I"attribution” (e.g. ma-Si li-ya ‘is not mine’) or “le destinataire” (e.g. Srit-u li-k ‘I bought it for you®).
Durand (2004: 90) observes that the paradigm of the preposition I- with suffixed pronouns (which
he calls serie indiretta) is split (‘“sdoppiata”), for which, however, he gives no further explanation.
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signalling an initial consonant cluster. However, as Durand points out, the pro-
nunciation tkatbu (tkstbu in his notation), although prevalent, is not the only one
possible: One can also hear: t3kstbu, and t3kt5bu (Durand 2004: 128), i.e. forms
with no initial cluster, which would make the graphy with the pseudo-prothetic !
<a> unjustified.

The use of the graph & «q» will be discussed now to illustrate phonetic inde-
terminacy affecting qualitative features. In MA graphy, this graph is phonetically
ambiguous as it is used to mark two sounds: g or g. In some cases, the graphic
word itself or the context suffice to determine which one of them is to be pro-
nounced. For instance, it can be only ¢ in & «qlyl> /il “little, few” and only g in
3o fazgy fazog ‘wet’. In some contexts, however, it is phonetically indetermi-
nate: For instance J& «qal> ‘he said’ can be pronounced gal or gal, with the pro-
nunciation depending on the variety but also the speaker®®. However, like in the
case of the preposition |- with suffixed pronouns, different graphies can be used
for representing the speech of a single person. For instance, when the narrator and
protagonist in HB says ‘he said’ in MA, it is written, on a single page, by means
of the ambiguous graphy J& «qaly, representing either gal or gal (HB 4*), and the
univocal graphy J2 «galy, representing gal (B 4°). How should such situations
be interpreted? Arguably, even if it cannot be excluded that one person shifts from
one pronunciation to another, it is rather unlikely for an author to reflect this delib-
erately in writing. Hence, for the purpose of the present description it is assumed
that in cases like this the pronunciation is the same, viz. that J& <gal> and JX «gal
form a variational heterograph pair. However, the possibility that an author delib-
erately writes & «q> to mark ¢ should always be taken into consideration.

Finally, an issue to be discussed here is the parallelism of double pronuncia-
tion and double graphy. By this term, phonetic variation accompanied by a paral-
lel heterography is meant. For instance, MA has two phonetic words for ‘he man-
aged’: dabbor and dabbar. Of interest to us is the variation between the sounds
d and d (the remaining varying sounds are irrelevant). Parallelly to this double
pronunciation, two graphies are in use: 2 «dbr> and = «dbr. This situation can
be interpreted in two ways. One is to assume that there is strict correspondence
between graphy and pronunciation, viz. that = «d» marks ¢ and 2 «d> marks d. The
other possiblity is to assume that in view of the fluctuation in pronunciation and
spelling, such a correspondence does not exist. Accordingly, the graphic word
«dbp, apart from its more literal pronunciation dabbar, could also be pronounced
dabbor, while the graphic word _s= «dbp, apart from its more literal pronuncia-

8 Knowing the origin of the author of a given text is helpful only to a limited extent. For in-
Stance, even if it is known that the author uses the koine based on the Casablanca variety, still both
q and g are possible (cf. Aguadé & Benyahia 2005: 9, e; Ennaji 2013: 238. For a discussion of the
variation between ¢ and g in MA in general, see Heath 2002: 141-147).

88



tion dabbar, could also be pronounced dabbar®’. The latter interpretation, although
appearing to adequately reflect the real usage, would require a much more com-
plex and speculative description, with too much space being left for uncertainty.
Therefore, the first, simpler option has been chosen in this work.

IV.3. Idiosyncratic graphies, misprints and rare graphies

Some graphies belong to the idiosyncratic usage of a single author only. This is,
for instance, the case of the use of matres lectionis for marking reduced vowels,
e.g. in < S <kwnty kunt ‘1 was’ (Rh., passim), which has been found only in Rh.
Despite their idiosyncratic use, they are included into the macrosystemic descrip-
tion as long as such a use can be considered a tendency in a given source. Such
graphies are treated descriptively as equally valid to more frequent ones, but their
individual character is indicated.

Graphies that seem to be evident misprints are not taken into consideration.
This decision might seem problematic considering the fact that with no ortho-
graphic norms, one cannot speak of errors, i.e. graphies which break such norms.
A misprint, however, can be identified as something different from an error. It
is understood as a graphy used only once for which no other explanation can be
found than a technical fault or misunderstanding of the text on the part of the ul-
timate creator of a given graphy, i.e. the typesetter. The example in (8) concerns
linear features and shows a misprint consisting in placing an unnecessary space
after ¥ lay, perhaps because it was mistaken for la ‘no, not’.

(8)

da_zmna_nsyftw> (TN 52 ) (instead of shinai e )Y (dlazmna ngyftw»)
lazam-na nsifiu ‘“we have to send’

The following example, by contrast, shows a missing space:

@waxwya> (HB 14,) (instead of Lsa Vsl <awa_xwyay)
Ziwa xu-ya ‘well, brother’

8 Other examples of this parallelism are: s <Sms) vs. (iad <SmS) ~ Soms VS. Sams ‘sun’; g s>
W2 VS. T3 ZWE> ~ ZUZ VS, zuz ‘two’; s> s Srgm) Vs. a s «SIEm» ~ Sarzom VS. sarzom ‘window’.
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A quantitative misprint is shown in the graphic word in (10), which contains at least
one J 1> too much.

o

<allly> (Mu. 44°) (instead of S <ally», JU <ly>, A y> and other forms)
[li “which’

Even though repeated, some forms should be considered misprints if only a re-
peated typographical error can be their justification. In the following example of
a repeated quantitative misprint, lli ‘which’ is misprinted as Jl! <allyl> I-lil “night’,
a word which makes no sense here:

(11) (12)
«kl_Sy_allyl_kan_Sndy> (TM 67, ) <hd_alSy allyl bgyty tgwl (TM 687*)
fkall si lli kan $ond-i had s-$i lli bgiti dgul
‘all that I had’ ‘the thing you wanted to say’

Some graphies, however, are dubious in this respect, i.e. it is unclear whether
they are misprints or a tendency because they appear repeatedly and may have
some kind of justificaiton. A conspicuous example concerns a qualitative feature,
namely the use of s <y> word-finally to mark a, while one could think that ¢ <@ is
intended. For instance, the word msa ‘he/it™ went’ is sometimes written (e «msy>
(Rh. 168,) instead of the current graphy (4« <m$4> and the word ila ‘if” is written
&b <yly> (TN 53°) instead of the more current graphy (& <yld>. This phenomenon is
repeated (although in our corpus it occurs mostly in Rk.) and, in addition, can be
justified in some way: First, since it also appears in SA, it may be interpreted as be-
ing modelled on it. Second, it can be interpreted as an instance of analogical graphy
(see the next chapter). For these reasons, its instances are not rejected as misprints
but included in the description.



V. Spelling principles in Moroccan Arabic

In this chapter, the issue of spelling principles presented introductorily in Sect.
II.1. is taken up again. Here, they will be supplemented, systematized and refined.
The task of identifying a spelling principle underlying a particular graphy may,
however, be not easy since the spellers of MA practically never indicate reasons
for the way they write.

Due to their non-normative character, the principles are referred to as spelling
principles, not orthographic ones. Also, since it is possible that such principles
can also be identified in other alphabetical or semi-alphabetical writing systems
borrowed from (genetically related) donor languages, their names are kept as little
language-specific as possible.

Based on the fundamental decision a speller writing in MA has to make, i.e.
one concerning orientation, i.e. what is used as the point of reference of the MA
graphy, two major principles were distinguished: the principle of self-orientation
(the point of reference being MA) and the principle of donor-orientation (the point
of reference being SA, the graphy of which is borrowed or imitated). The point
of reference of a third principle, that of donor-defying, is SA, as well, but treated
negatively: It means that although the SA graphy would well reflect MA pronun-
ciation (or morphology), the speller rejects it in favour of some other (phonetic
or morphological) graphy. For this reason, it is treated here together with the self-
orientation principle.

Each of these two major spelling principles divides into two further principles.

The principle of donor-orientation divides into the principle of donor form-
orientation and that of donor principle-orientation. The former consists in using
in a given MA graphic word a graph occurring in its SA cognate graphic word
although this use is at odds with MA pronunciation (or morphology). For instance,
& «¢p in &Y <tany» tani ‘second’ is written in accordance with this rule because this
graph is used to mark ¢, a sound absent from MA but present in the SA cognate of
this word: ¢ <tan™ tani" ‘idem’ (cf. the MA self-oriented phonetic graphy < <t>
in U «tany> ‘idem’). The principle of donor principle-orientation (repetition of
‘principle’ is intended) means that a SA orthographic principle is applied to dia-
lectal phonetic and graphic content. Thus, what is used as a model is not the form
but an abstract principle. An instantiation of this principle is signalling a pseudo-
prothesis by means of | <a» (discussed under “ <@ ~ | <& in Sect. VI.1.). Another
example are different graphies of the hamza sign used to mark ? depending on
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the phonetic environment of this sound. For instance, the reason for using | <& in
the MA graphic word <l (madby m?Paddab “polite’ is the application of the SA
orthographic principle according to which ? is marked as | <& if it is preceded by a
consonant and followed by a, with the MA sound 2 being treated as close enough
to a (cf. the SA cognate, <23 «mwdby> muladdab™, in which ? is preceded by u
and followed by a, hence, according to another SA orthographic rule, it is written
as s (w).

The principle of self-orientation subdivides into the phonetic principle and
morphological principle, depending on the level of representation reflected in
writing (as discussed in Sect. II.1.).

A phonetic graphy, i.e. one based on the phonetic principle, may be either
adoptive or adaptive, depending on the genesis of a particular graph used accord-
ing to this principle. The adoptive phonetic graphy, the dominant type in MA,
means that a graph used in the donor alphabet, in the present case the SA alphabet
as used in Morocco, is adopted together with its graph-sound correspondence. For
example, the graphs < <t> and z «&> mark the sounds t and z, respectively, in MA
because they do this in Moroccan SA%. Within the adoptive graphy, two graphic
traditions have to be differentiated, reflected in the way of marking f and ¢. Fol-
lowing the Moroccan SA usage, they are commonly marked in MA as < <f> and &
«@, respectively, i.e. in a way based on general donor graphy (i.e. general Arabic
graphy, the Hafs tradition, see Sect. I.1.). In addition — again, following the Mo-
roccan SA usage — two special graphs are sometimes used in this function in the
MA graphy as a regional peculiarity: — «f5> and & <fq>, respectively, based on local
donor graphy (i.e. local Maghrebi graphy, the Wars tradition).

The adaptive phonetic graphy means that a graph is adapted for reflecting MA
own phonetic purposes; i.e. the graph-sound correspondences are a matter of MA-
internal conventions. Generally, adaptive phonetic graphy is used for marking
sounds which have no exact counterparts in Moroccan SA. In this type of graphy,
what is adapted may be a graph used in the SA graphy, i.e. endogenous adapta-
tion, or a graph not occurring in this writing system, i.e. exogenous adaptation.
An example of the former is ! <a», which marks in SA word-initial ? followed by I,
but in MA it marks word-initial i, e.g. in ~5 <atymy itim ‘orphan’. The latter type
of adaptation is exemplified by <= «g> and X <&, used for marking g.

Endogenous adaptation is subcategorized into phonetically motivated and
historically motivated. Phonetically motivated endogenous adaptation consists in
using a SA graph which, in SA, marks a sound phonetically (articulatorily and
auditively) similar to a given MA sound. For instance, the MA sound g, with no

8 This is not the case, for instance, in Egyptian SA, in which z «@> is in most cases used to
mark g.
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counterpart in Moroccan SA, is marked as < <k> because this graph marks in SA
k, a sound phonetically similar to g, the only difference between them being un-
voicedness vs. voicedness.

Historically motivated endogenous adaptation consists in using a SA graph
which marks a sound with which the MA phonetic phenomenon to be marked is
diachronically related (in a way, this corresponds to the historical principle de-
scribed in point 4. in Sect. [.3.). For instance, some spellers use the graph z <&
to mark g in words in which this sound is a result of dissimilaton (deaffrication)
of reflexes of SA ¢ under the influence of a sibilant (cf. Heath 2002: 136-138;
Aguadé 2008: 288). For example, glas ‘he sat down’ (cf. SA galasa ‘idem’) is
often written u<da «gls», with z <&>. The sounds g which have originated in this way
are never marked as 3 «, e.g. glos is never spelt * B «qls>®. In contrast, g being a
diachronic reflex of ¢ can be marked as & «g> but never as z <g» (e.g. gal ‘he said’
can be spelt J& <gal> but never *J «galy).

Another case of historically motivated endogenous adaptation is the use of'!
@, I & and 1 <@ to mark word-initial a in MA. In SA, in which no word begins
with a vowel (e.g. Danecki 1994: 68; Corriente 2002: 35), these graphs are used
to mark a word-initial glottal stop 7. Properly speaking, the 2alif") functions as sup-
port (bearer) for the hamza sign marking ?, e.g. Ul <&na> Pana I’. However, since
the hamza sign is frequently not written, the support has taken over the function
of the sign it was to carry, i.e. | <a» has been refunctionalized to mark 2 so that
Zana ‘T’ is also written Y <ana>. In MA, which has no word-initial ? (except for
borrowings from SA) and in which words do begin with a vowel, these graphs
have been adapted to mark the word-initial a, e.g. b <ana», Ul <&na> and Ul <&na> all
represent ana ‘I’*°. A similar adaptation can be observed for ! <a» and | <a» which
word-initially mark 7i in SA but i in MA as well as for s <w> which word-initially
marks w in SA but u in MA.

Exogenous adaptation consists in marking a sound by means of a graph for-
eign to the SA alphabet, adapted from other scripts of Arabic origin (most notably
Persian). To illustrate, the sound g in MA, apart from being marked by the SA
graphs z «, & «@, & &, is also marked by <= <, a graph used, for instance, in
Persian script for marking g, or & <&, used, for example, in the Ottoman Turkish

8 It also seems that (8 is not used to mark g in loanwords. Thus, it is not likely for gana ‘good
mood’ (from Spanish gana ‘willingness’) to be spelt as *4 «ganh> or girra ‘war’ (from Spanish
guerra ‘idem’) as *3_,8 «qyrhy.

% One can thus propose the following refunctionalization chain of the word-initial 2alif: ‘sup-
port of the hamza sign’ (SA) > ‘marking ?’ (SA) > ‘marking a vowel’ (MA).
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Arabic alphabet to mark [g]. These two exogenous graphs are used (together with
< <k>) to mark g irrespective of its historical development, including borrowings®'.

The dichotomous division of the spellings principles proposed for MA in the
above paragraphs is represented in Figure 1.

SPELLING

PRINCIPLES

Self-orientation
(incl. Donor-
defying)

Donor-
orientation

q
Phonetic Morphological Donor form- pr?r?gglre-
principle u principle orientation orientation

I
S m— p—
R
Adoptive Adaptive
phonetic phonetic
graphy . graphy
Based on Based on local Exogenous Endogenous
general donor d h . .
graphy onor grapny adaptation adaptation
Phonetically Historically
motivated motivated

Figure 1. Spelling principles operating in the graphy of MA

Since some graphies cannot be explained in terms of these spelling principles,
other factors responsible for them need to be identified. One of the most pervasive
ones seems to be analogy. Analogical graphy is a manifestation, at the graphic
level, of the linguistic phenomenon of analogy, which is based on the proportional
relationship between specific linguistic forms (cf. Polanski 2003b: 46). It is un-
derstood as a graphy which a speller uses in graphic word A because (s)he is aware

°1 Note that endogenous adaptation is responsible for the existence of the phonetic ambiguity
of graphs. For instance, < <b» is adapted to mark p and at the same time retains its original function
of marking b. In contrast, graphs introduced into MA graphy via exogenous adaptation, e.g. < <p>
marking p, are phonetically univocal.
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that it is used in graphic word B which is similar in some respect; however, while
this graphy in B is justified by one of the spelling principles proposed, this is not
the case for A. (Whether the speller is aware that, properly speaking, such graphies
are based on false analogies is difficult to verify).

A quantitative example of analogical graphy is the use of 2alif al-wigaya, i.e.
of | «a> after s «<w> marking word-final -u, written in forms other than plural verbs.
For instance, the graphy |sxe «Sndway (LS 54,) representing the prepositional
phrase {and-u ‘he has’, lit. “‘with him’ composed of the preposition {and- ‘with,
at’ and the personal suffix -u ‘him’, more currently written sxc «¢ndw>, can be
explained in the following terms: The speller is aware that the final -u is written
as s «<wa> in many MA graphic words, e.g. in ) sizew ¢<smStway sma{tu ‘you? heard’
and (s)he uses this graphy to mark the final -u in {and-u ‘with him’. Both situa-
tions are similar in that each of these phonetic words ends in -u which is a suffix,
but also dissimilar: -U in sma$tu is a verbal plural suffix and its being marked as !
«way is justified by the principle of donor principle-orientation, while in $and-u it
is a personal suffix which none of the spelling principles justifies to mark in this
manner.

A qualitative example of analogical graphy is the use of 2 «d> in the graphic
word 253 caldwd> (BT 116,) representing d-dud ‘worms®". The speller uses this
graphy because (s)he is aware that d is written 2 «d> in many words, e.g. g, «dra%
dra$ ‘arm’. The situations are similar in that in each case it is the same sound and,
in addition, each word has a SA cognate. However, there is a dissimilarity between
them: The SA cognate of dra$ contains the sound d and is written with 2 «d> (which
justifies the donor form-oriented use of this graph in MA 1,3 «dra$>), whereas the
SA cognate of MA d-dud ‘worms®", viz. 253 Pad-diid" ‘idem’, contains d and is
written with 2 «d>. Analogy is also responsible for this type of graphy in words that
have no SA cognates at all, e.g. druk / druk ‘now’ being written as <53 «drwk»
(DK 37") rather than <52 «drwko.

In some cases, analogy gives rise to graphies referred to as pseudo-correct
in Michalski (2016: 385-386). This concerns MA words with a SA cognate for
which an erroneous spelling is assumed by the speller (cf. the case of 253l aldwd>
discussed above). The concept of analogical graphy helps us to understand why
such graphies are used. In this study, I prefer not to use the term ‘pseudo-correct’®
in order not to suggest that such graphies aspire to some norm but fail to reach it
because of the speller’s insufficient skills. A pseudo-correct graphy may occur in

2 Or ‘hypercorrection’, used by Rosenbaum (2004: 305-306), who described an analogous
phenomenon in EA.
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a text written in SA (cf. Blau 1970)* but not in a text written in MA, for which no
orthographic norms exist.

Sometimes the choice between two graphs seems to be conditioned by the
lesser phonetic ambiguity of one of them. This choice is, actually, a choice be-
tween two opposing principles: the principle of economy, aiming at reducing
graphic elements which are not necessary for achieving communication, and the
phonetic principle, requiring a maximal graph-sound correspondence®. In most
cases, the degree of phonetic ambiguity of a graph depends on the absence or pres-
ence of elements such as dots, strokes, the hamza or madda signs, with the graph-
sound correspondences being usually established in accordance with the values of
the letters of the SA alphabet. The degree of phonetic ambiguity of some graphs
can be described only relatively, i.e. by comparing them with another graph. In
consequence, when characterizing a graph in this respect, the formulation ‘graph
A is phonetically less ambiguous than graph B’ will be used. For instance, as far
as marking the sound a in MA is concerned, | <> is phonetically less ambiguous
than | <&, which may also mark u. An even more ambiguous way of marking this
sound is the graph ! <a», which may also mark u and i or no sound at all. Another
example is the pair | <a> and e <h>: the former is less ambiguous in marking the final
a than the latter, which may also mark u or h. An aspect of this issue, which will
not concern us further in this work, will be discussed in Sect. V1.2.2., after analyz-
ing the particular graphs in more detail.

As signalled in Sect. [.2., spelling principles can overlap, i.e. the graphy of
a particular graph can be interpreted as resulting from more than one underly-
ing principle. In other words, two principles may lead to the same result. In such
cases, it seems more adequate descriptively to speak of a parallelism of spelling
principles rather than arbitrarily opt for one of them to the detriment of another.
Such a parallelism can be proposed, for example, for the graphy < <t> in 3 «tgy»
dzi (< t-zi) ‘you come’ as compared with 2 <d> used in its heterograph =2 «dgy>.
With respect to orientation, this graphy can be interpreted as self-oriented mor-
phological (marking the abstract morpheme t-) but also as donor form-oriented

% An instance of pseudo-correct graphy in Moroccan SA is the frequent case of writing the
expression mudirr" /i-r-ribh' ‘income-generating’ as gl J3% «mdr_llrbhy, with 2 «d>, instead of
zAlandr llrbhy, with 2 «d> (e.g. on a web site of the Moroccan Ministry of Education, (https://www.
men.gov.ma/Ar/Pages/Detail Actualite.aspx? ActulD=n/WXVdu2/hY=, accessed 30 March 2018). In
this case, the speller writes 2 «<d> because (s)he is aware that certain SA words contain the sound ¢
and are spelt with > «d>, while their MA lexical cognates contain d. What the speller fails to recog-
nize is that the word in question is not one of such words (it does not even have a direct MA lexical
cognate).

° In a different context, Coulmas (2003: 200) observes in a similar vein: “For an efficient
graphic code to be developed the countervailing demands of encoding (minimizing manual work)
and decoding (maximizing visual discrimination) must be taken into account”.
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(cf. SA e <tgyo> tagi?* ‘idem’). In another instance of this phenomenon, the
word-initial | <a» in forms such as osla! <aglsy glas ‘sit down!” does not represent
any sound. One possible reason for using this graphy is donor form-orientation.
This means that the MA graphic word results from copying the form of its SA
cognate: ?iglis ‘idem’, written sl <aglsy. Another possible reason is donor prin-
ciple-orientation, i.e. that the form is a result of applying to MA phonetics the
SA orthographic principle which requires ! <a» to be written before clusters even
when no prothetic vowel is pronounced; cf. for instance, the SA phonetic phrase
qala glis ‘he said: Sit down!’, in which the final a in gala eliminates the reason
for a prothetic vowel but the graph ! <a» marking it is retained in writing: csla) J&
«qal_agls».



VI. Qualitative variational heterography
and variations between graphs in
Written Moroccan Arabic

In this chapter, a representative selection of qualitative variational heterograph
pairs is given in which particular variations between graphs are manifested. The
heterographs have been chosen from among the totality of the examined graphic
words occupying the nearly 1900 printed pages included in the corpus. The pri-
mary goal of this presentation is to identify graphs that are bound by particular
types of variation. In addition, graphs are also characterized with respect to the
spelling principles underlying their use in order to describe the MA graphic sys-
tem in a more complete way. The distinctivity approach is thus complemented
by a representational approach and accompanied by an attempt at explaining the
reasons behind particular graphies. Finally, in the section devoted to the graphe-
mics of MA, the variation types identified between graphs will make it possible to
propose an inventory of graphemes.

VI.1. Heterograph pairs and spelling principles

The pairs of graphs bound by variation are given and exemplified, in heterograph
pairs, in a way intended to completely reflect the usage in the corpus. However,
since only graphs that are in variation are characterized with respect to their func-
tions and underlying spelling principles, the representational component of this
study does not pretend to be complete. For instance, the graph _ «r», which is not
in any variation with any graph, is not characterized with respect to its functions
(marking r and r) and the spelling principles underlying its use.

For each graph affected by variation, all its variants are identified. The pairs
of variants thus originating are indicated by means of a tilde, e.g. “! <@ ~ | ", and
arranged in alphabetical order. Variations of each graph are analyzed with respect
to positions in a graphic word: word-initially, word-medially, word-finally or in
all possible positions in which the graph occurs®. In rare cases, there are varia-

% The fact that a pair of graphs is in some type of variation word-initially does not necessarily
mean that it is in the same type of variation word-medially if the word-medial position is a result of
graphic prefixation. For instance, word-initially, ) <a> can be substituted for ! <& in any graphic word,
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tions which manifest themselves in more than one position but for various reasons
are described separately (e.g. ! <a> RV ¢ «y>). Pseudo-variations are described in
a similar way. In addition, the following technical rules have been observed:

1. The description of every heterograph pair and pair of variants is given under the
graph which comes first in the alphabet. It is not repeated under the other graph
but a cross-reference is provided instead. For instance, the asymmetrical varia-
tion between 2 «d> and 2 «d» is described under = «d>. Under 2 «d>, the reader finds
a cross-reference: See 2 «d> Av 2 «d».

2. No preference is given to data from a single text or from two different texts
since both situations are equally relevant. Sometimes, however, examples from
a single text are given on purpose to show that variation manifests itself even in
a single author’s text. As far as possible, graphic words representing various parts
of speech and morphological categories have been chosen as examples.

3. Some graphic words are used as examples more than once.

4. For the sake of clarity, examples with less or no vocalization have been pre-
ferred.

5. Since none of the authors uses graphies involving some kind of ‘graphic san-
dhi’, i.e. the form of a graphic word being influenced by its graphic environment,
graphic words are represented in isolation.

6. Although pairs of minimal qualitative heterography are given priority, in excep-
tional cases, where pertinent examples could not be identified in the corpus, non-
minimal heterograph pairs are used, provided that the additional distinctive units
do not influence the graphy under consideration. The irrelevant distinctive units,
whether qualitative, quantitative or linear, are transliterated in round brackets. For
instance, when analyzing the word-initial graph in graphic words representing
simana ‘week’, it is irrelevant whether the last graph is | <a> or 3 <hy, hence, the
graphic words Ulem (syman(a)> and 4sa <syman(h)> can be compared with each
other as heterographs.

7. In sporadic cases, pairs of graphic words differing in meaning are adduced as
examples provided that the meaning-differentiating elements in no way influence
the graphy under discussion. These elements, referred to as accidentals, are usu-
ally: the definite article, conjunctions, temporal and aspectual affixes (preverbs),
prepositions or number and gender affixes. They are transliterated in square
brackets. For instance, the graphic words <l <slyb> slip ‘briefs” and <ulud) <[al]
slyp> ‘briefs®” are considered comparable with each other as far as the word-final

e.g. vall @rdy ~ oa)l <ard> Pord ‘earth’, but word-medially this is not always the case since, for
example, o8 (fard> f-2ord “in the earth of” is not the same as w= 4 «fard> farad ‘supposing, having
supposed’. This is related to the fact that while | <> word-initially is typically used to mark a, its
function word-medially is sometimes to mark 7.
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graph is concerned because any influence of the presence or absence of the defi-
nite article on its choice can be ruled out®.

8. Expected variations together with the necessary expected forms are indicated
only for cases with a high probability of their occurrence or cases that are other-
wise relevant to the point. No attempt is made to indicate all expected forms or
expected variations.

In some cases of variations expected to manifest themselves in all possible po-
sitions, only pairs showing variation in one or two positions have been recorded.
For instance, the variation z <g Rv & k> has been recorded only word-initially
although it is also expected to occur word-medially.

GRAPH ! <a»

b ~ 1 <&

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation () <a> Av | &)
This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which both graphs are used in
one of the two following functions based, to some extent, on SA graphy:
(1) marking a word-initial vowel (or a word-initial ? followed by a vowel),
(i1) signalling initial clusters (pseudo-prothetic use) or pseudo-clusters.
The variation is asymmetrical because ! <a> can be substituted for | <& in all graphic
words but in some graphic words | <& cannot be substituted for | <a>. For instance,
this is not possible in graphic words with SA cognates which are not spelt with |
& . Thus, the MA word mtihan ‘examination’ can be written (lais! camthan> but
not gl dmthan (cf. SA ¢\ial camthany 2imtihan®™ ‘idem”).

(1) An analysis of the use of | <ay marking an initial vowel or a word-initial glot-
tal stop 7 followed by a vowel in MA must be preceded by a discussion of its
related functions in the donor graphy. In SA, words do not begin with vowels
(e.g. Danecki 1994: 68; Corriente 2002: 35). Even prothetic vowels are preceded
by a glottal stop, which is elided when possible. It is a common practice in SA to
mark elidible glottal stops (hamzat al-wasl) by means of | <ay, the bare 2alif, (e.g.
J2a adxly Pudxul ‘come in!”, ax) casmy Pism™ ‘name’), while non-elidible glottal

% An example of an element which makes two graphic words incomparable in this respect is J&
& marking the negational -§ in the pair 4.2l <bagyhs bagya ‘she wants’, lit. ‘wishing®” vs. (ilel L
«ma_bagya$) ma bagya-5 ‘she does not want’, lit. ‘not wishing”. Affixed word-finally, it influences
the way how the feminine affix -a- is marked: It requires 3 <h> to be replaced by ! <a> because & <h»
cannot occur word-medially.
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stops (hamzat al-qat) are marked as | <& (the 2alif with the hamza sign added on
top) if the following vowel is a (e.g. v=_l <ard> Pard™ “earth’) or u (e.g. 03 «adn
Pudun"™ ‘ear’), and by means of ) «a»> (the Palif with the hamza sign added below)
if the vowel is i (€.g. &) <atm> 2izm“™ ‘sin’)*’. This rule is, however, often violated
in SA, in two ways. On the one hand, words beginning witht a non-elidible 7
are written with | <a> (e.g. o= <ard> 2ard"" ‘earth’) by “some less conscientious
typographers” (Beeston 1970: 26). On the other hand, the elidible 7 is (rather
rarely, mostly for didactic purposes and utterance-initially) written as | <& or | <,
depending on the following vowel (e.g. J33 &dxD> Pudxul ‘come in!’, a asm>
Zism"" ‘name’)’.

This inconstinency has been borrowed into the MA graphy, albeit with differ-
ent functions: Since MA words do not begin with 7, except for borrowings from
SA, the primary function of | <@ and | <& is to mark a word-initial a, as shown
in (1)-(3). Both MA graphies are based on the adaptive phonetic principle, with
the adaptation being endogenous and historically motivated. In (1), which shows
a graphic word with a SA cognate, both graphies are coincident with the donor

graphy.

Ll ]

(1)
@ana> (TN 42°) @na> (MX9,)
ana ‘I’ (cf. SA Ul <&na> and U <ana> 2ana ‘idem”)

Ul

2) 2
<atay> (HB 14)) atay> (TN 26°)
atay ‘tea’

3)
<awdy> (HB 47") @wdy> (HB 15))

a-wadd-i ‘pal!, my dear!” (a- is a vocative particle)

7 Such a rule is given indirectly in, for instance, al-?Asmar (1988: 130) and Qabbis (1984:
26). However, many Arab authors of normative spelling books fail to explicitly mention any rules
underlying the choice between ! <a> or | <&/ <a» in the word-initial position, although they apply them
in their examples (e.g. Hartin 1993: 7-11; al-GalayIni 2002 [1912]: 269-272).

% Al-?Asmar (1988: 130) advocates such spellings as a means of facilitating reading. Badawi
et al. (2004: 12) observe that this “innovation (...) has largely been sanctioned by the language
academies”.
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Marking word-initial ? followed by a or u is a secondary function of these graphs
in MA, observable only in borrowings from SA. Such graphies are adoptive pho-
netic and coincident with the donor graphy. Example:

(4)
<astad> (Mu. 30%) @stad> (Mu. 30%)
Piistad ‘professor’ (cf. SA 3iul dstad> and vl castad> Pustad™ ‘idem’)

(i) Before analyzing the second function of | <a» in MA, i.e. the one of signalling
initial clusters, including geminates, and pseudo-clusters, it is necessary to outline
the issue of the syllabic structure of the onsets of MA words. According to most
descriptions, a word can begin with a two-consonant cluster, i.e. with no prothetic
vowel. Some authors state it explicitly (e.g. Kjamilev 1968: 33 and Durand 2004:
61-62, who even posits three-consonant initial clusters), while others suggest it
through their transcription (e.g. Harrell 1962; Youssi 1992; Aguadé¢ & Benyahia
2005)”. Despite this, the graph ! <a> is very often written at the beginning of graph-
ic words representing such words (cf. Aguadé 2006: 257, pt. 4.1'%). Rarely, | <&
is used instead (7 3> has not been recorded in this function). Some graphies of this
type can be considered to be donor form-oriented, e.g. (5) and (6).

.

cakhl> (BB 911 Akhl (HB 33')
khal “black’ (cf. SA JaSiakhly and JaS) <akhl> Pakhal® “black’, said of
eyes)

ant> (DK 139) &nt> (BB 441)
nta ‘you’ (cf. SA <l «dnt> and <) <ant> Panta ‘idem’)

% The alternative view, according to which a prothetic shwa appears in such situations, is sug-
gested by Abdel-Massih’s (1974: 9-10) transcription: [°I-w?ld] ‘boy®", [°§-§°rZ2°m] ‘window®".

100 Hoogland (2013a: 71) writes that in two of his sources, the ?a/if is used “in stead of a ya
before verbs, both in the past and present tense”. However, he fails to recognize two different uses
of this graph: one is the marking of the present tense prefix in verbs and the other one is signalling
a consonant cluster (in the latter case, this graph is not used instead of a ya, as revealed by the ex-
amples he adduces).
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However, many MA graphic words with word-initial | <@ or | <& have no SA
cognates written in this way, for instance:

(7)
<ahnas (Ba. 76") @hna> (Ba. 76,))
hna ‘we’ (cf. SA o~ (nhn> nahnu ‘idem’)

o A

amryd> (XM 149%) @mryd> (Sa. 229.)
myrid “ill” (cf. SA o=« «amrydy marid™ ‘idem’)

)
<amalyn (HB 6°) @malyn> (HD 23))
mm™alin, mwalin ‘owners’

v

«@yyt> (TN 44°) @<y'yt (MX 82,))
¢yit ‘1 got tired’ (cf. SA <xe Qyyt> ayiytu ‘1 was unable’)

These graphies might be understood as reflecting the feeling of some MA spell-
ers that a prothetic vowel is pronounced. However, a more probable explanation
seems to be the principle of donor principle-orientation: According to the SA prin-
ciple applied here, an 7alif must be written word-initially in SA words beginning
with a two-consonant cluster, even when this vowel is not pronounced due to
elision. Following this rule, the pseudo-prothetic ! <a> can be written in MA even
where a consonant cluster is preceded by a word ending in a vowel, which would
cause the elision of any potential prothetic vowel. For instance, $i flus ‘some mon-
ey’, usually spelt (st 5 Sy flws), can also be written as sl =& Sy aflws)
(XM 130%)!101,

The use of | <& in this function is an instance of analogical graphy: The speller
assumes that since | <a> can be substituted for by | <> in some contexts (e.g. Ul

101 Al-FasT (1986), explains his using ! <a» word-initially in MA graphic words such as ()
@glsy glas ‘sit down!’, where it does not represent any sound, by comparing it to the SA 2alif al-
wigdya in verbal forms: ‘it is like the 2alif which we put at the end of the word ' s3> «dxIway daxalii
‘they entered” (1986: 24). Unfortunately, he fails to indicate its function. He may simply mean that
what both uses of | <a» have in common is the absence of a phonetic function.
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«ana> and Ul <dna> for ana ‘I°), this may also occur in graphic words representing,
for instance, hna ‘we’, mrid ‘ill’, et cetera, although the phonetic circumstances
are different.

The second cluster-related function of the initial | <a> and | <> is the signalling
of pseudo-clusters. The term ‘pseudo-cluster’ is used here to refer to a sequence
of three word-initial consonants which is split by a reduced vowel between the
first and second consonant (shwa in Benhallam 1980, 1990, as cited in Boudlal
2011, and 5 or, in some environments, # in Harrell 1962 and Aguadé & Benyahia
2005), resulting in the structures CaCC- or CtiCC-'2, Speech pace seems to be of
importance in this respect: In careful speech, reduced vowels can be heard, while
rapid speech may eliminate them. At any rate, | <a> and | <& are used in graphic
words representing this type of words in one source only, the author of which
most probably wanted to signal what he considered to be initial clusters. Since no
heterograph pairs could be established, the following examples are given without
heterographs: (11) and (12) show ! <a> used in this function, while in (13) and (14)
the use of &> is exemplified'®:

(11) (12)
<ablly> (Sa. 245%) «antsnak> (Sa. 222%)
balli ‘that’ (conjunction) natsanna-k ‘1 wait for you’
(13) (14)
«@Smrmy> (Sa. 215%) @nksywk> (Sa. 212, )
{ommar-ni ‘1 never’ naksiw-ak ‘we dress you’

The use of | <a» in this function can thus be explained as a result of the principle of
donor principle-orientation. Its variant | <& is used by way of analogical graphy,
as was the case with clusters discussed above.

12 Durand (2004: 58, 61-64) holds a different view, arguing that three word-initial conso-
nants are pronounceable without a shwa. The latter, in his opinion, is given in “traditional notation”
for merely didactic purposes. However, he admits that some “additional interruptions” (“ulteriori
cesure”’) which facilitate pronunciation can be heard, without constituting fully-fledged syllables (he
terms them ‘pseudosyllables’, p. 63).

13 The word in (13) is utterance-initial while the remaining ones are not but it is difficult to tell
if this is of any relevance.
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Word-medially / Restricted variation () <a> Rv | <&)

In graphically prefixed words, the graphs | <a> and | «a> have the same function as
word-initially (q.v.): marking a vowel (rarely, preceded by 7) or signalling a pseu-
do-prothesis. If there is no SA cognate, both graphies are adaptive phonetic, with
the adaptation being endogenous and historically motivated. Example:

(15)
«watay> (HB 6°) «watay> (MX 49)
w-atay ‘and tea’

If the word has a SA cognate spelt with | <&, the principle underlying | &> seems
to be donor-defying. For example:

w 28 [

<alaxry (HD 28,) aléxo (LS 96,)
l-axiiy ‘other®™®™ (cf. SA JAY! calaxr> or ,AY) <alaxn Pal-Paxar’ ‘idem’)

In some graphically prefixed words, both graphs can be interpreted as donor form-
oriented or as remnants of word-initial donor form-oriented graphy. For instance:

S

«want> (HB 48?) want> (Mg. 28.)

u-nta ‘and you’

(cf. SA <l s cwant> and <l s <wént> wa-Panta ‘idem’ and MA <) cant> and
<l «nt> nta “you’)

In words that are not graphically prefixed, ! <a» used to mark a is an instance of
adoptive phonetic graphy based on general donor graphy, whereas | <3, reflecting
? of the SA cognates, is used following the principle of donor form-orientation.
Examples:

(18) -

<naxd> (BT 116,) naxd> (Sa. 238°)
naxiid ‘I take’ (cf. SA 3L ndxd> naPxud® ‘we take’)
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N

«alras> (Sa. 238°%) <alrds> (Sa. 238°%)
r-ras ‘head®” (cf. SA LV <alrés> Par-ra?s" ‘idem”)

This variation is restricted because, despite a large number of contexts
in which | <a> can be substituted for | <4» word-medially, this cannot happen
in graphic words representing some phonetic words borrowed from SA with
a word-medial glottal stop. A quite consistent practice is to mark this sound as |
<&, an adoptive phonetic graphy based on general donor graphy. Examples: SU
<nakd> n2akkad ‘I confirm’ (TN 43 ), u=lé (fards f-2ord “in the earth of” (Mu.
29%), the latter instance being a graphically prefixed word. No heterographs with
I <a> have been recorded for them. If found, such graphic words would most
probably have different meanings, cf. xSt <nakd> nakad ‘sad’ or (=) «fard>
farad ‘supposing, imagining’ ',

Word-finally / Asymmetrical variation () <@ Rv | &)

This variation manifests itself in verbs that have SA cognates with the word-final |
«@ marking a glottal stop. The graphy ! <a» is adoptive phonetic, based on general
donor graphy, while the use of | <& is donor form-oriented. Examples:

o Lo

ytwdas (F§ 18') ytwdd (Da. 977)
yitwiidda ‘he performs his ablutions’ (cf. SA U s <ytwd'& yatawadda>
‘idem”)

N

<ybra> (MX 112 ) «ybrd> (BB 70%)
yabra ‘he gets cured’ (cf. SA | x <ybrd> yabra? ‘idem’)

104 This reasoning is not invalidated by the fact that for the graphic word {lw msilhy, used
normally to represent mas?ala ‘issue, matter’, a heterograph with | <a> has been recorded: alue
«msalhy (QQ 57®%) — a hapax legomenon being doubtless a result of careless graphy rather than a de-
liberate choice.
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ca> ~ <&

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation () <a> Av 1 <3>)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which both ! <a> and | <> mark
word-initial a (see discussion under ) <@ Av | ). Seeing that | <& cannot be
substituted for ! <a» in some graphic words, e.g. it is never used pseudo-prothetically
(e.g. no *Lsl @hnay for ina ‘we’ or * AU <blly> for balli ‘that’ (conjunction) have
been recorded), the variation is asymmetrical. Both graphs used in the function of
marking word-initial a are adaptive phonetic graphies (in SA, they mark the word-
initial ?), with the adaptation being endogenous and historically motivated. If the
word has a SA cognate written with | <& or | «a, as in (22), | > may be additionally
considered donor-defying, while ! <a> coincident with SA graphy. Examples:

(22)
@ana> (TN 425) «@na> (Bo. 45°)
ana ‘I’ (cf. SA Ul <&na> and U <ana> 2ana ‘idem”)
(23)
<atay> (HB 14)) @tay> (MX 81 )
atay ‘tea’
(24) -
@gy> (DK 35,) &gy (HB9,)
azi ‘come!; hey!’
(25)

alalhy (TN 55)) clalhy (DB 2517
a-lalla ‘madam!’ (a- is a vocative particle)

Word-medially / Restricted variation (! <a> Rv 1 <&)

Unquestionable cases of mutual substitutability between ! <a> and 1 <& occur only
in graphic words in which these graphs become word-medial as a result of graphic
prefixation: in (26)-(27) the prefix is a conjunction, in (28) the definite article.
Like in the case of their word-initial variation (q.v.), both graphies are adaptive
phonetic, with the adaptation being endogenous and historically motivated. The
following example shows a word with no SA cognate:
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(26) -

«watay> (B 6,) «watay> (MX 81 )
w-atay ‘and tea’

If there is a SA cognate, some graphies are also coincident with the donor graphy,
e.g. ) «a in (27) and both graphies in (28), while others are donor form-defying,
e.g. 1 @ in (27).

SR

wvana (TM 11,) «wana> (DB 142))
w-ana ‘and me’ (cf. SA Ul s «wéna> and Uls <wanay wa-2ana ‘idem’)

. 28 B

<alaxr> (D 28.) @lax‘r> (Mm. 111,)
l-axiiy ‘other®” (cf. SA _AY! alaxr and _AY! alaxn 2al-?axar” ‘idem’)

This variation is classed here as restricted, not asymmetrical, because in contexts
other than graphically prefixed words, it does not occur or its status is dubious,
for two reasons: The first one is that it cannot be ruled out that each of the two
graphies reflects a different pronunciation. For instance, (<\S ([k]yamn> ‘he be-
lieves’ (SX 977) may represent yamon (a form given by Aguadé & Benyahia 2005:
29 and Séanchez 2014: 131), while <G <yamny (Mi. 153") may represent yamon
(a form given by Harrell 1966: 2). The second difficulty is the scarcity of data:
Graphic words with a word-medial | <3 are rare and their heterographs with | <a>
even rarer (recorded only twice, in SX). No heterographs with | <a» for such words
as »US «knidmn ka-n?amoar ‘1 order, I command’ (Mn. 45%) or O3S ka-nPadon
<knadn> ka-n’adon ‘I permit’ (Ba. 83,) have been recorded'®. For all these rea-
sons, it is more adequate to consider that | <& cannot be substituted for by ! <a> in
some graphic words.

195 For the frequent word [-Quir?an ‘the Quran’, a borrowing from SA consistently pronounced
with a glottal stop and written o1&l <alqrin>, one heterograph ¢/_U&) <algrans> (Mm. 149%) has been
identified. However, this hapax legomenon appears to be a misprint or careless graphy rather than
a deliberate graphic decision.
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< ~ )«

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation () <a> Av ) <a»)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which | <a> and | «<a» mark word-
initial i or 7 (cf. discussion under ! <@ Av | (3”) as well as y (discussed below).
Used in the function of marking i or i, they are adaptive phonetic graphies (in SA,
they mark the initial 7), with the adaptation being endogenous and historically mo-
tivated. Such graphies have been recorded in graphic words with no SA cognates,
as shown in (29)-(30).

(29) -

ald> (Da. 44) «ald (TN 89)
ila ‘if”

(30)
<ayh> (HB 13,) «ayh> (Ba. 86%)

iyyah ‘yes’

Both graphs are also used to mark the 3rd person non-feminine present tense, al-
though neither has this function frequently (! <a> is rather idiosyncratic of Da., while
! <@ is used, quite consistently, in R/.). Two principal manners of spelling this prefix
have been recorded in the corpus: | <@y, and its less frequent variant ) <a» (exception-
ally also 1 «&), is one of them. The second is  <y>'*. Before the two graphies can
be analyzed, a discussion of the pronunciation of this prefix is necessary. Accord-
ing to Kjamilev (1968: 40), it is y- if the stem begins with a vowel, e.g. yaktab ‘he
writes’ (the stem being -aktab), and i- if the stem begins with a consonant, e.g. iSuf
‘he sees’. The issue is viewed in a similar way by Aguadé & Benyahia (2005: 9),
while Harrell (1962: 47-48) presents a more complex description: The prefix is usu-
ally i- (e.g. iddi ‘he takes’), but before stems beginning with w, h, ¢ or 4 followed
by a consonant it is usually ya- (e.g. yawsal ‘he arrives’, yahdor ‘he talks’, yohmol
‘he carries’, ya{tiw ‘they give’). However, he adds, “[i]n slower speech, especially
for words pronounced in isolation, the prefix may take the form ya- before any
consonant cluster (...), e.g. yadxol ‘he enters’”. Thus, what Kjamilev and Aguadé &
Benyahia formulate as a general rule, Harrell gives only for slower speech. Accord-
ing to Sanchez (2014: 117), the prefix is y(2)- (in the Marrakesh variety).

106 A third one is their combination: =) <ay», <! @y», or = «ay>, not discussed here seeing that it
involves quantitative variation.
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Hence, when determining the pronunciation of this prefix, the structure of the
stem and the pace of speech should be taken into consideration (with the role of
the latter being impossible to verify in the case of written texts). At any rate, two
major graphies, ! <a»/! <@» and ¢ <y» are in use. Each of them is better suited to mark
a particular pronunciation, i- and y-, respectively, by virtue of the graph-sound
correspondences obtaining in SA. For the needs of this description, an assumption
is made that these are their typical functions as far as representing the prefix in
question in writing is concerned, although usage in some sources does not confirm
this — admittedly idealistic — rule (cf. also “! <a> Rv s <y»”)!?7,

Let us consider the two following examples of variation between ) <a> and ! <.
In order to exclude the possibility that the graphy of the prefix is conditioned by
the consonantal or vocalic character of a preceding sound, every heterograph pair
comprises words which occurred in the same phonetic environment: Both verbs in
(31) are preceded by the semivowel w, and both in (32) are preceded by a vowel.

B L)

«@s'rb'w> (Da. 47,) «asrbw(a)y (Rh. 172°)
isarbu ‘they drink’ (cf. SA s & <ySrbway yasrabii ‘that they drink”)

(32)
aqt®> (Da. 76%) gt (Da. 76°)
yaqta$ ‘he cuts’ (cf. SA &k (yqtS yagras® ‘idem’)

In the light of the assumption made above, both | <a> and ! <a> in (31) marking i can
be considered adaptive phonetic graphies, with the adaptation being endogenous
and historically motivated. As for (32), both graphs could be interpreted as donor-
defying, but it seems more convincing to regard them as analogical graphies: The

197 The graphy of this prefix does seem to depend on the syllabic structure of the stem in, for

instance, Rh. In D, by contrast, a factor which may influence it, at least to a certain extent, is the
phonetic environment, more specifically: the sound preceding the prefix. Inconsistency, however, is
strong there too, as the following sequence of three verbs with various graphies of the prefix shows:

<bga amsy yhg azwn (Da. 97°)

bga yimsi ihazz izur

‘he wants to go on a pilgrimage to visit...’, lit. ‘he wanted he goes he makes a pilgrimage he
visits’
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speller is aware that this MA verbal prefix is marked as ! <a> and ! <a» in some cases
and (s)he uses this graphy in a verb with the prefix being pronounced in a way
which does not justify this. The analogical graphy may be additionaly induced by
the relatively small auditive difference between the two pronunciations.

Word-medially / Asymmetrical variation () @ Av | @)

This variation manifests itself only in graphic words in which the word-medial
position of these graphs results from graphic prefixation. Otherwise, the graph !
<@ never occurs word-medially in MA. Examples:

L;u

(33)
wald> (Mn. 42,) wald> (Mn. 18)
w-ila ‘and if”
Ll Ll

(34) il b, 2

«<wayaha> (HB 18,) «wayaha> (MX 64'%)
w-iyya-ha ‘with her’ (cf. SA Wls «wayaha) and Wl s cwayaha> wa-?iyya-
ha ‘idem’)

If the graphs ! <a> and ! <g> are interpreted as marking the sounds i or 7, they are
adaptive phonetic graphies (in SA, they mark -?i-), with the adaptation being en-
dogenous and historically motivated. In (34), for which a SA cognate exists, both
graphies can be interpreted as donor form-oriented.

) ca> ~ O <>

Word-finally / Restricted variation (! <@ Rv & <n»)

This variation manifests itself, very marginally, in graphic words which repre-
sent set expressions ending in -an and borrowed from SA. In SA, the ending is
-an; it originally signals the accusative and is written in most cases by means of
I <@, the so-called tanwin ?alif (' <a> with a double fatha), or simply | <a>. The
latter graphy in A in (35) is thus donor form-oriented, while & <n> in B is adoptive
phonetic, based on general donor graphy. It is the only occurrence of this type of
graphy recorded in the corpus.
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w bl

«dayma> (Ba. 71)) «daymn> (F558,)
dayman ‘always’ (cf. SA Wils (dayma®™> or Wil «daymay da?iman ‘idem’)

I <a> ~ o <h>

Word-finally / Restricted variation () <a> Rv ¢ <h»)

The graph » <h» is in variation with | <a> by virtue of its being a graphically reduced
variant of 3 <h» (see “s <h> Rv 3 <hy” for details). Hence, this quite frequent variation
manifests itself in the same contexts as ! <a> Rv ¢ <hy, i.e. in some words ending in
a, including nouns, adjectives, adverbs, but not verbs (which are written only with
afinal ! @, | <& or s &; see, however, footnote 110). To some extent, it mirrors
the usage in SA, where some borrowings, in particular proper names, have varia-
tional heterographic spellings, e.g. Lssl @@wrwbay ~ 4155 wrwbhy for Purubba
‘Europe’'® (the spelling with ! <a» being considerably more frequent). Some of the
MA graphic words have SA cognates, which makes their graphy relativizable to
the donor form; for instance ! <a» in (40) can be considered donor-defying, while
s <h» coincident with the donor graphy. However, it seems more adequate to de-
scribe o <h> (and 3 <h, below) as having been refunctionalized within SA graphy
to mark a (cf. Sect. I.3., point 4.¢. and discussion under “» <h> Rv 3 <h»”") and, in
consequence, to characterize both graphies ! <a> and » <h» as adoptive phonetic,
based on general donor graphy. Examples:

T

dlala> (F¢ 8) <alalh> (XM 130%)
a-lalla ‘madam!’

o

«(a)lgrwda> (QQ 38,)  dqrwdh> (Mu. 42, )
la-gruda ‘monkeys®"

18 The final vowel a in this word is not long but neutral with respect to quantity, with the graph
I <@ being used as a mater lectionis to indicate its quality.
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(38) -

byda> (HB 22)) bydh> (TN 56°)
bida ‘white® (cf. SA sban (bydaoy» bayda? ‘idem”)

.

«waqyla>(Sa. 231') «waqylh> (Mu. 37 )
wagila ‘perhaps’

o

«gadya> (Sa. 227'°) «gadyh> (MX 151%)
gadya ‘going to” (future marker)
(cf. SA4e (gadyhy and 43¢ «gadyhy gadiya™ ‘becoming’™)

V<@ ~ b hy

Word-finally / Restricted variation () <a> Rv 3 <h»)

This variation mirrors the preceding one because ¢ <h» is a variant of » <h> in the
function of marking the final a. The analysis given under “! <a> Rv s <hy” applies
here as well, with the corresponding variational heterograph pair in SA being
Lol cdwrwbay ~ 4,5l dwrwbhy for 2urubba ‘Europe’'® (the spelling with | <a>
being considerably more frequent). Like in the case of ! <a> Rv ¢ <, this very fre-
quent variation does not manifest itself in verbs or pronouns, which are not spelt
with a word-final 3 <1>'"’. Following the analysis given under “! <a> Rv » <h»”, both
graphies ! <a> and 3 <h» used in MA are interpreted as being adoptive phonetic,
based on general donor graphy, with 3 <h» having been refunctionalized within SA
graphy to mark a. Examples:

LU s

<almakla> (Mm. 147%) <almaklh> (HB 4, )
I-makla ‘food, eating®"

1% See preceding footnote.

10 One exception, however, has been recorded: Al <at'salhy farsala “itf ends’ (Rh. 210,), in-
stead of, for instance, Ylud cat'sala> or ) cat'saldy. A similar example can be adduced for EA: 4is
<tbghy tib?a ‘you are’ (§Ayz. 9), instead of the usual graphy &5 <tbgé>. Such occurrences are yet
another argument for the view that 3 <h» and » <h» have been refunctionalized to mark the final a.
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o s

algnawa> (Mm. 128%) algnawh> (F{ 16%)
la-Znawa ‘knives®”

(43) -

«dgya> (HD 15%) «dgyh> (Mn. 78,)
dagya ‘quickly’

In some graphic words with SA cognates, exemplified below, the phonetic use
of | <a> or 3 hy can also be donor-defying (both graphies in 45, | <a> in 46-48) or
coincident with the donor graphy (3 <h» in 46-48).

(44)
<zrqa> (HB 12,) <zrqh> (Rh. 163%)
zorqa ‘blue” (cf. SA 8, <zrqao»> zarga ‘idem’)
(45) Bl
allwla> (F§'4,) callwlh> (Rh. 148,)
I-liwwla “first’ © (cf. SA A sY) alawlay Pal-2ila ‘idem’)
(46)
bagya> (SX 96?) bagyh> ([1B 18,)
bagya ‘she wants’, lit. ‘wishing” (cf. SA 4l <bagyar bagiya™ ‘desir-
ing"”)
o
«dgagia> (Mm. 1112) «dgagh> (Mu. 5%)

dzaza ‘hen’ (cf. SA a2 «dgaghy dagaga™ ‘idem’)

o 158

alSerblya> (Mm. 1217) «alSrbyh> (TN 13'%)
[-Sarbiyya ‘Arabic language®” (cf. SA 4u,all <alSrbyhy Pal-Sarabiyya®
‘idem’)
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<@ ~ ¢ @

Word-finally / Restricted variation () <a> RV ¢ <&>)

This very frequent variation manifests itself in graphic words belonging to vari-
ous semantic categories, including verbs, in which both graphs mark final a. It
mirrors the same variation in SA, which, by contrast, manifests itself in a very
limited number of words (e.g. borrowings such as miisiga ‘music’, written &w: s«
mwsyqa> or, much more frequently, %« <mwsyqa»). In MA, both graphies, !
<@ and s <&, are adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy. In (49)-(54),
graphic words with no SA cognates are exemplified.

v DA

dSzara> (TM 31,) dSzara> (BT 15))
[2-$zara ‘bachelors®”

(50)
<bSda> (HB T7%) bSda> (Rh. 157))
baSda ‘already; first’

o il
ala> (HB 4°) @la> (TN 8")
ila “if’

b
<hna> (SX95,) <hnd> (TM 65°)
hna ‘we’

o b

wxa> (Sa. 209%) wx @ (BB 107,)
waxxa ‘although’

s bl

<éra> (MX 13.) @ré> (MX 46 )
ara ‘give!’ (a verb-like particle)
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The graphy of words with SA cognates can also be relativized to the donor
graphy. In (55)-(59), the adoptive phonetic graphy ! <a> is donor form-defying,
while ¢ <@ is coincident with the donor graphy.

(55) b o (el

allwla> (F§'4,) callwléd> (TM 38,)
I-liwwla “first' ® (cf. SA JsY) «alawld Pal-2ild ‘idem’)

s i

(56)
<tnsa> (Sa. 252°) «tnsd> (TN 48))
tonsa ‘you forget’ (cf. SA 3 <tns&> tansa ‘idem”)
(57) s T
<ytsna> (TN 12,) <ytsnd> (WM 39')
yitsanna ‘he waits’
(cf. SA ik <ytsNd> yatasannd ‘it is feasible’, a morphological cognate)
&
(58) :
«nsa> (HB 38") & (Mu. 14%)
msa ‘he went’ (cf. SA e (m8d> masa ‘idem’)

<tlaga> (7N 20,,) «tlaqd> (HD 32"
tlaga ‘he met’ (cf. SA 2 <tlaga> taldga ‘idem”)

Since variation in (60) manifests itself in the graphy of the final -a marking the
plural number, the graphies of this MA word need to be relativized to the graphy
of its SA morphological, not lexical, cognates''!. These cognates are SA plurals of
the pattern C uC,aC,a"", written with a final 3 <h> or » <h>. Hence, both ! <@ and s
<& 1in this pair can be considered donor-defying graphies.

1 Tts SA lexical cognate is darb™ ‘lane, small street’, with the plural durab™.
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(60) -

<aldrwba> (WM 29'%) aldrwbd> (Rh. 1987)
d-druba ‘lanes, small streets®"
(cf., for instance, 4= s2all <alsbwShy Pas-subifa® ‘predatory animals®’)

Both graphies are sometimes used in verbs with SA cognates written with the
word-final | <&, as in (61)-(63), and in non-verbs with SA cognates written with
the word-final ¢! <ao», as in (64) and (65). The graph ! <a», being formally closer to
the donor graphy, is much more frequent in such cases.

<yqra> (MX 59,) <yqré> (Rh. 129?)

yagra ‘he reads; he studies’ (cf. SA 14 <yqrd> yagra ‘he reads’)
| L

(62) . G

<bda> (Sa. 209,) <bdé> (TN 45?)

bda ‘he began’ (cf. SA \x <bdd> bada?a ‘idem’)
vy sual

<ahda> (MX 18") ahda> (TN 41,)

hda ‘calm down!” (cf. SA I»! <ahdd> ?ihda? ‘idem’)

64) | \)}' tsJa
anwra> (HB 14,) awrd> (TN 54'")
mura ‘behind, after’ (cf. SA ¢!, o< «mn_wrao> min wara? ‘from behind”)

(65)
<alsta> (SX 96") «alstd> (Rh. 158))
§-Sta ‘rain®” (cf. SA +Gdll alStao> 2as-sita ‘winter®”)
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) ca> ~ $ <y

Word-initially / Restricted variation () <a> Rv ¢ <y»)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words representing words beginning with
I- or yV-, especially in the prefix of the 3rd person non-feminine present tense,
discussed under “! <a> Av | <a>”. The corpus reveals that either of these graphs can
be used to mark either pronunciation, but in verbs, s <y» is by far more frequently
used, especially to mark the latter one. In order to rule out any influence of the
phonetic environment on the pronunciation and graphy, every heterograph pair
given below is composed of graphic words occurring in the same phonetic envi-
ronment: in (66) the words are preceded by a word ending in a consonant, in (67)
and (68) by words ending in a vowel.

(66) ;S""

aktr> (D? 13%) okt (MX107Y)
ikattor ‘he multiplies’ (cf. SA SS: «ykt'r> yukattir ‘idem”)

L A

@ald® (Da. A44) yld (TN 42,)

ila ‘if”
Py SH

(68) r , agke
«@x‘'d'm> (D7 13,) yxdmy (XM 919)

voxdom ‘he works’ (cf. SA a2 <yxdm> yaxdim“ ‘he serves’)

When the pronunciation of the prefix is i-, as in (66) and (67), the graphy ! <a>
is adaptive phonetic, with the adaptation being endogenous and historically mo-
tivated. By contrast, the reason for s <y» seems to be donor form-orientation if
there is a SA cognate with s <y», as in (66). If there is no SA cognate that could
suggest this spelling, as in (67), the graphy is analogical: The speller is aware that
& «y> is used in many MA words beginning with i-, e.g. verbs written in the donor
form-oriented way, and uses it in a word beginning with i- in which, however, this
spelling cannot be justified by donor form-orientation.

When the pronunciation is yV-, as in (68), the graphy « <y» is adoptive phonetic,
based on general donor graphy, while | <a» can be interpreted as either donor-defying
or analogical: The speller is aware that ) <a» is used in many cases of this MA verbal
form and uses it in a verb which, however, is pronounced in a way not justifying this.
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The analogical graphies may be additionaly induced by the relatively small
auditive difference between the two pronunciations.

Word-medially / Restricted variation () <a> Rv ¢ <y»)

This variation manifests itself, rarely, in graphic words in which these graphs
mark i and their word-medial position results from graphic prefixation. In the fol-
lowing examples, the prefixed element marks the conjunction w- ‘and’.

SEVAD

(69)
«wabhdl> (Sa. 215,) «wybhdl> (HM 85,)
w-ibahdal ‘and he humiliates’ (cf. SA Jxus «wybhdb wa-yubahdil®
‘idem”)
i
w29 U
wald> (Mn. 42,) wyla> (TN 60,)
w-ila ‘and if”

If the graph | <a» marking the word-medial i is considered to be the remnant of
a word-initial | <a> (cf. ) <abhdl> ibohdal ‘he humiliates’ and ) <ala> ila “if’
and see above for variation of this pair word-initially), this graphy is adaptive
phonetic, with the adaptation being endogenous and historically motivated. The
reason underlying the use of ¢ <y» in these examples is less obvious. First, one can
assume that ¢s ¢y> is the remnant of its use word-initially. Then, in (69), the graphy
« <y» would be donor form-oriented, while in (70), which has no SA cognate, it
would be explained as analogical graphy, cf. (66) and (67) for this variation word-
initially. However, in both examples, the graphic word can also be viewed as an
indivisible whole beginning with wi- (such as, for instance, Jis <wyl> wil ‘woe’),
rather than as a graphically prefixed word beginning with w-i-. Then, the graphy
& «y» is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy (cf. also “! <@¢» Rv ¢ <y»”
word-medially).

Word-finally / Restricted variation () <a> Rv ¢ <y»)

This variation manifests itself in some words ending in a which also have spell-
ing with s <& (discussed under “! <a> RV ¢ «&”). It is, however, marginal because
forms with a final s <y>» marking a are rare. Interestingly, all occurrences recorded
in the corpus have SA cognates. Examples:
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(71)
«msa> (HB 38'%) «andy> (Rh. 168,)
msa ‘he went’ (¢f. SA e masa ‘idem’)

(72)
<alSta> (SX 96") «alsty> (Rh. 195,)

Vv, —

§-8ta ‘rain®” (cf. SA +1ill <alStao> 2as-sita ‘winter®”)

The graph ! <a> in (71) is donor-defying, while in (72) it is adoptive phonetic,
based on general donor graphy. As for the use of ¢ «y>, it mirrors somehow the
usage in SA, where it is, in some rare cases, used instead of < <& to mark final a.
As such, it seems to be an instance of analogical graphy (see “ws <& Fv s <y»” for
a detailed discussion).

Pseudo-variation

I <a> Pv & <b>

Word-initially

This intra-variety pseudo-variation occurs in graphic words representing verbs
with the abstract prefix t-, usually inflectional, less often derivational, which as-
similates to a stem-initial denti-alveolar stop — d in (73), ¢ in (74), and d in (75)
— and constitutes word-initial geminates with them. The graph ! <a> signals this
word-initial gemination as a pseudo-prothesis and as such is donor principle-ori-
ented, while < «t», marking the abstract prefix t-, is an instance of morphological
graphy coincident with the donor graphy.

2 a3

adyrs (TM 29,) dyrs (TN 237)
ddir (< t-dir) ‘she makes’ (cf. SA L3 <tdyr> tudir' ‘she manages, she di-
rects’)
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(74)
<atwrnay (XM 109") ttwrnay (XM 1091)
ttiwwarna (< t-tiwwarna) ‘we developed’ (cf. SA U_ski «ttwrna
tatawwarnd ‘idem’)

- o

@ady® (Rh. 137°) AdyS> (Mu. 22))
ddi§ (< t-dif) “it" gets lost’ (cf. SA guai <tdy$> tadif® ‘idem”)

If the stem begins with t, the graphy < «<t> can also be interpreted as marking the
initial geminate. As such, it is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy.
Example:

Ll
L

g

<atyg> (XM 76,) «ttyq> (HM 89)
ttig (< t-tig) ‘you trust’ (cf. SA G «ttq tatiq" ‘idem’)

(76)

A different situation results from attaching this prefix to a consonant cluster
begining with one of these stops. Then, a sequence of three consonants originates
the pronunciation of which is “a complex phonological problem that needs to be
examined in detail for each dialect” (Heath 2002: 205). Such clusters tend to be
reduced in normal speech or split by inserting a shwa in a deliberately careful
pronunciation. Consider the following example:

-

«@at{séd> (TN 437) «tt$sa (BB 97,)
tat§255a (< t-15255a) ‘you have supper’ (cf. SA 5% (ttS§d> tatasassa ‘idem’)

Here, ) <a» signals the pseudo-cluster fo£¢- or, if the pronunciation [t{3[:a], with
cluster simplification, is assumed, it functions as a pseudo-prothesis signal-
ling a two-consonant cluster. In either case, the principles underlying particular
graphies are the same as those indicated for (73)-(76).
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Word-medially

This intra-variety pseudo-variation manifests itself in graphic words which result
from graphic prefixation (cf. pseudo-variation of this pair word-initially discussed
above). For instance:

(78)
cka(d)ywb> (Rh. 13) Kt(dywb> (F§ 54))
ka-ddub (< ka-t-dub)
‘you melt’ ‘she/it" melts’!2

(cf. SA w3 «tdwb> tadib® ‘idem’)

The graphy < <t> in B marks the abstract inflectional affix t- and is thus morpho-
logical, coincident with the donor graphy. In this particular case, t- is normally
assimilated to the stem-initial d-, the result being the geminate dd. The graph ! <a>
in A is functionally indeterminate: It either marks a in the preverb ka- (adoptive
phonetic graphy, based on general donor graphy) or is a remnant of the donor
principle-oriented graphy ! <a» used pseudo-prothetically, cf. the unprefixed form
<53 «ad'wby ddub ‘she/it" melts’ (Rh. 191%). Whatever be the case, the function of
I <> is different than that of < «t>'"3, hence the pair is a case of a pseudo-variation.

<a> Pvd«<b

Word-initially

This infrequent intra-variety pseudo-variation manifests itself when the preposi-
tion I(2)- ‘to, for’ is prefixed to a word with the definite article, which may be I- or
a consonant resulting from the assimilation of I- to the stem-initial consonant, as
in (79).

-

algam$> (Da. 977) digam® (MX'15,)
l2-Z-Zama$ ‘to the mosque’ (cf. SA gl (lIgamS> li-I-gamif’ ‘idem’)

112 The fact that the affix t- signals the 2nd person in A and the 3rd person feminine in B does
not affect pronunciation or morphology and can be disregarded here.

113 Note that this pair only appears to be a pair of qualitative heterographs. In reality, it repre-
sents (contiguous) enantiodiacritic quantitative heterography: in A the augment is | <a», in B it is &
<.
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The graphy ! <a), quite infrequent, signals the pseudo-cluster /o-z-z and is thus
donor principle-oriented (J <I> marks the preposition /(2)-, while z <& marks the
geminate resulting from the assimilation of the definite article to the stem-initial
Z). In Form B, the graph J <> being in pseudo-variation with ! <a, i.e. the first one
in the graphic word, marks the preposition /(2)-, its graphy being adoptive pho-
netic, based on general donor graphy, and coincident with the donor graphy (the
second J «I> marks the definite article, morphologically).

Word-medially

Intra-variety pseudo-variation of these graphs has been identified in one pair of
graphic words, shown in (80). Both graphies, | <a> and J «I» are adoptive phonetic,
based on general donor graphy but each of them has a different function: ! <a
marks a, while J <> marks 1",

® W

<ala> (F¢ 49%) <lla> (FL 817)
lalla ‘madam’

Inter-variety pseudo-variation involving this pair is manifested in (81).

o oW

alawlay (HD 18%) allwld> (HB 12,)
[-liwwla “first® %
(cf. SA A Y <alawldy Pal-?ila ‘idem”)

In this pair, the graphy ! <a> is donor form-oriented, while the graphy J <> for | is
adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy.

> Pv &<«

Word-initially

This intra-variety pseudo-variation manifests itself, marginally (in one source
only), in the 1st person singular present tense verbs with a stem beginning with n
or r. In the former case, the attaching of the abstract personal prefix n- to the stem
results in the word-initial geminate nn-, while in the latter case, the prefix n- is

114 This pair only appears to be a pair of qualitative heterographs. In reality, it represents (con-
tiguous) enantiodiacritic quantitative heterography: in A the augment is | <a», in B it is J<b>.
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assimilable to r in less careful speech. The graphy ! <a>, used less frequently than
O v in this situation, but more often than could be expected, signals the word-
initial geminate and is thus donor principle-oriented, while the graphy & <n> is
morphological, coincident with the donor graphy. Examples:

- = e

ansé (Rh. 10'?) nnsa&> (TN 49
nnsa [n:sa] ‘I forget’ (cf. SA i <nnsa> nansa ‘we forget’)

v SR

<arkbs> (Rh. 20?) «nrkb> (MX 331%)
nrkab [rkob] ‘I ride’ (cf. SA <S5 <nrkb> narkab" ‘we ride”)

GRAPH | <&

<& ~ 1 <a»

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (1 <& Av?) @)
See <@ Av i &

Word-medially / Restricted variation (I <& Rv ) @)
See | <@ Rv I &

Word-finally / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (I <& Av?/ <a>)
See | <a> Av | <&

1B ~T &

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation (I <& Av | <&)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which the graphs mark the word-
initial a. It is asymmetrical because | &> can always be substituted for | <& in this
function but not always can | <& be substituted for | «&: Marking word-initial u,
signalling initial clusters (pseudo-prothetically) or pseudo-clusters is a function of
i & (see examples under “ <@> Av | &) but not | <&. There are, for instance, no
occurrences of *aiul «astad> for Piistad ‘professor’, *Ual @hnay for hna ‘we’ or * 4
<@bly> for balli ‘that’ (conjunction).
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Both graphies marking a are adaptive phonetic, with the adaptation being
endogenous and historically motivated. In (88), the MA word has a SA cognate,
hence, the graphy ! <a» is coincident with the donor graphy.

Bl >

@% (Sa. 243%) @% (Ba. 41")
as ‘what’
(85)
<atay> (TN 26°) «@atay> (MX 81,,)
atay ‘tea’
(86) -
@gy> (TM 67)) @agy> (HB9,)

azi ‘come!; hey!’

- bt

<asahby» (Ba. 41%) «@sahby> (Ba. 74,)
a-sahb-i ‘my friend!” (a- is a vocative particle)

S

@na> (MX9,) @na> (Ba. 45%)
ana ‘I’ (cf. SA Ul na> 2ana ‘idem’)

Word-medially / Restricted variation (1 <& Rv T <&>)

This variation manifests itself only in graphically prefixed words'. It is anal-
ogous to variation between these graphs used word-initially, of which both are
word-medial remnants. Both graphies marking a are adaptive phonetic, with the
adaptation being endogenous and historically motivated. Example:

115 Otherwise, these graphs may be meaning-differentiating, albeit marginally. One can think
here of the pair: ¢t <nady> n2adi ‘T hurt, T harm’ vs. ¢t <nddy> nPaddi ‘T perform’. Although these
graphic words have not been recorded in the corpus, they are expected on the basis of such graphic
words as: |55 madywar n2adiw ‘we harm’ (MX 169.) and 25 &ndd'y> n?addi ‘1 perform’ (MX
123 ).
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o bl

«watay> (MX 49,) «wétay> (MX 81)
w-atay ‘and tea’

In the case of graphic words with SA cognates, the adaptive phonetic graphy can
be relativized to the donor graphy. Thus, the graphy ! <& in (90) and | <3 in (91)
are coincident with the donor graphy, while | <& in (90) and | <3 in (91) are donor
form-defying.

o AN S

aléxo (LS 96,) @lax'r> (Mm. 111,)
l-axiir ‘other®™” (cf. SA LAY alaxn 2al-?axar ‘idem’)

o S i

wana> (WM 31°) «wéna> (DB 142,)
w-ana ‘and I’ (cf. SA Ul s (wina> wa-?ana ‘idem’)

i@~ @

Word-initially / Restricted variation (I <& Rv | <a>)

This variation manifests itself in words with word-initial i, 7 or y. The graphy !
<@ is adaptive phonetic, with the adaptation being endogenous and historically
motivated. If there is a SA cognate, the graphy | &, less frequently used, is donor
form-oriented. Examples:

. =

@yam> (HD 25°) ayam (TN 58,)
iyyam “days’ (cf. SA o4 Gyam> Payyam™ ‘idem’)

v i

<dydy[h]> (Sa. 220,) aydy[K]> (Sa. 227,)
yiddi[-h] ‘his hands’ yiddi[-K] ‘your hands’
(cf. SA 4 @ydyh> Paydi-hi “his handsP”)
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If there is no SA cognate that could be considered to be serving as a model, the
graphy | <3 is analogical, as in (94).

o =l

<«dymta> (HD 19,) «aymta> (Sa. 238%)
imta ‘when?’

The speller of Form A is aware that the word-initial 7 can be written as | <& in some
words, for instance iyyam (donor-oriented graphy), and (s)he applies this graphy
to imta, a word which begins with i, a sound phonetically similar, but has no SA
cognate that would justify this graphy.

I @ ~ 5w

Word-initially / Restricted variation (I <& Rv s <w»)

This variation manifests itself in the graphy of u- ‘and’, the phonetic variant of
the conjunction used before consonants (with w- being used before vowels, Har-
rell 1962: 212; cf. also Aguadé & Benyahia 2005: 9 and Durand 2004: 72, who,
in addition, notes instability affecting the use of these two sounds''®). The graphy
i <& used in this function (only in Da.) is adaptive phonetic, with the adaptation
being endogenous and historically motivated, while s <w» is donor form-oriented.
Examples:

b Fed

<gal'yhm> (Da. 47,) wgtaliyh'm’> (Mm. 116,)
u-gal-li-hiim ‘and he said to them’
(cf. SA aed J&5 <wqal hm> wa-gala la-hum ‘idem”)

v 5 caey

@'mnyn’ (Da. 72,) «<wmnyn> (Ba. 44,)
u-mnayn ‘and from where’
(cf. SA G (o5 cwmn_ayn> wa-min Payn ‘idem”)

116 Tndeed, there are many pairs like udon ~ wdon “ear’, ulad ~ wiad ‘sons, children’, usal ~ wsal

‘he arrived’; see Aguadé & Benyahia (2005: 153-154) for more.
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In contrast to the similar case of | <a»/! <@¢» and s <y> marking the vowel i- and the
semivowel y-, respectively, where the correspondence between graphs and sounds
was sometimes violated (see example 32 under ““! <a> Av ) «@»” word-initially),
in the present case there is consistency: No instances of the semivowel w- being
marked as | <&, typically marking vowels (e.g. *Ul <3ana> for w-ana ‘and I), have
been recorded in the corpus.

I @ ~ 3>

Word-medially / Restricted variation (I <& Rv 3 #»)
This variation manifests itself, marginally, in graphic words representing borrow-
ings from SA in which they mark ?. For example:

. Js
ool e

aadbyn> (Rh. 97°) wdbyn> (HM 87,)
m2addbin ‘well-mannered®”
(cf. SA ¢« camwd'byn> muladdabin® ‘well-mannered®' °"”)

The graphy 3 «#» is donor form-oriented, whereas | & could seem to be donor
form-defying, but can also be interpreted as donor principle-oriented, i.e. being
a result of applying to MA pronunciation the SA orthographic rule according to
which a glottal stop preceded by a consonant and followed by a is marked as |
& (MA 5 would be treated like a in this case) (cf. also “I <& RV s «»” word-
medially).

1 & ~ ¢ &

{All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (1 <& Rv s &)}
This variation is expected to manifest itself in graphic words representing verbs
with SA cognates in which ? is the final radical. The donor form-oriented graphy
i & has been observed in such verbs as I <ybr&> yabra ‘he gets cured’ (BB 707)
and La s «ytwday yitwiidda ‘he performs his ablutions’ (Da. 977), while their het-
erographs with « <&, adoptive phonetic graphy based on general donor graphy,
are missing. By contrast, for the verbs s <yqré> (Rh. 129?) yagra ‘he reads; he
studies’ and w20 <nbdd> (TN 49°) nabda ‘1 begin’, the graphy « @, i.e. adoptive
phonetic graphy based on general donor graphy, is recorded, while no cases of
donor form-oriented graphy | <& have been encountered.
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@ ~ i W

Word-medially / Restricted variation (1 <& Rv & <)
This variation manifests itself, marginally, in graphic words in which these graphs
mark ?. The graphy | <& is donor form-oriented, whereas s <§», a marginal graphy,

can be donor form-defying, as in (98).

«nsdlhy (Mn. 73.) ansylhy (Rh. 149%)
mas?ala ‘issue’ (cf. SA Uus (msalhy maslala™ ‘idem’)

(98)

It can also be donor principle-oriented, as in (99), in which probably the SA or-
thographic rule requiring a glottal stop preceded by i and followed by a consonant
to be marked as & «§» was applied to MA pronunciation (cf. also “I <& RV 5 «k»”
word-medially).

o el ol

<alyds> (Rh. 83.) calyys> (Rh. 201')
I-yi?s ‘despair®” (cf. SA L <alydss> Pal-ya?s® ‘idem’)

{Word-finally / Restricted variation (I <3 RV 5 )}

This variation expected to manifest itself in graphs marking word-final ? in some
borrowings from SA used rarely in MA texts, would be marginal. The graph |
& in WA (xatdy xata? “wrong’(MX 187'?) can be interpreted as donor principle-
oriented graphy (assuming that the speller applied the SA orthographic rule on the
spelling of word-final -a? to MA -2?). By contrast, the graphy s <y» in s <hady»
hada? ‘calm’ (Rh. 101, ) is donor form-oriented.

1 <& ~ & 0>

{Word-finally / Restricted variation (I <& RV & <0>)}

Like the preceding one, this expected variation would be marginal. Two graphic
words with donor form-defying graphy = 0> have been recorded, s=3l <alxto»
[-xata? ‘mistake®” (Rh. 157*) and ¢ 523 «tgro> dZarra? ‘he dared’ (Rh. 28 ), while
the respective donor form-oriented graphies, Usall calxtd> and a5 «tgrd> (cf. SA
Wasll calxtdy Pal-xata? ‘idem’ and |3 «tgrd> tagarra’a ‘idem’) are expected. Both
these words are borrowings from SA and are rather unusual in MA.
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Pseudo-variation

1 <@ Pv < <b>

Word-initially

This intra-variety pseudo-variation occurs in graphic words in which | <3» signals,
as a pseudo-prothesis, word-initial gemination, cluster or pseudo-cluster resulting
from attaching the abstract prefix t-. Example:

e ety

&dyrw[ny)]> (Sa. 232%) <tdyrw(a)> (MH 68°)
ddiru[-ni] (< t-diru[-ni]) ddiru (< t-diru)
‘you” make me’ ‘you” make’

(cf. SA Vs n3 <tdyrway tudirii ‘that you”' manage, that you® direct”)

The graphy < «t», marking the prefix, is morphological, coincident with the donor
graphy, while | <&, used rather infrequently (in Sa.), is donor principle-oriented,
although SA uses | <a», not | <&», in this function. The use of | & can be explained
as analogical graphy: The speller is aware that | <& and | <a> are interchangeable
in MA in many word-initial contexts (e.g. when marking a) and (s)he uses | <& to
signal pseudo-prothesis, even though this is usually made by means of' | <a>.

i @ PvJd<b

Word-initially

This intra-variety pseudo-varation occurs (mostly in RA.) when the pseudo-pro-
thetic graph 1 <3 is used to signal a (pseudo-)cluster or a geminate resulting from
prefixing the preposition /(2)- ‘to, for’ to a word beginning with a consonant or
consonant cluster and, as in the case of (102), its assimilation'”. The graphy | <&
is interpretable as donor principle-oriented or analogical (cf. discussion of the
preceding pair). The graphy J <I> is adoptive phonetic based on general donor
graphy in (101), but morphological in (102), where the preposition undergoes as-
similation. In both cases, it is coincident with the donor graphy.

17 Form B in (102) is assumed to have two pronunciations: r-ras-u, with assimilation, and

l-ras-u, without it, the latter not concerning us here.
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o B el

«al'hmam> (Rh. 37°) dlhmam> (Mn. 29,)
l2-1-hommam ‘to the bathroom’ (cf. SA sl dlhmamy li-I-hammam'
‘idem’)

U )

<@rasw> (Sa. 237°) drasw> (€D 196 ,.)
r-ras-u (< l-ras-u) ‘to himself”, lit. ‘to his head’
(cf. SA 4wl ) Ir8sh> li-ra?si-hi “to his head”)

Word-medially

In this marginal inter-variety pseudo-variation (like in the case of *“! <a> Pv J «1>”),
the graphy | <3 is donor form-oriented (I <4 marks ? in the SA cognate), while
the graph J 1>, marking |, is an adoptive phonetic graphy, based on general donor
graphy. Example:

(103)
alawlé> (Da. 66'°) allwlay (HB 12,)
I-liwwla “first” ©" (cf. JsY) calawlay Pal-Pild ‘idem’)s

i <@ Pv & <n>

Word-initially

This intra-variety pseudo-variation, occurring exceptionally, in RA., is similar to
the one described under “I <& Pv J «»” word-initially. In less careful speech, the
prefix of the first person singular present tense, n-, can undergo assimilation to
a stem-initial |, which results in a word-initial geminate 1I', In the pair below,

118 A dubious instance of this pseudo-variation has been encountered in the pair of graphic
words with the meaning ‘earth®”. Whereas one of them, u=JlV <allrd> (e.g. HB 8 ,)> has univocal
graphy and is pronounced /-/ord, it is not sure if the other one, o=, <aldrd> (e.g. Rh. 144,)), repre-
sents the same pronunciation or a different one, viz. /-?ard. According to Cantineau (1950: 2016)
and Kjamilev (1968: 24), /-?ard is used in the north of Morocco, while /-/ard is characteristic of
the south. Heath (2002: 180), by contrast, claims that the glottal stop in /-?2rd tends to be restored
“under literary influence”. In view of this uncertainty, the pair is not taken into consideration here.

11 Form B is assumed to have two pronunciations: /lqa, with assimilation, and nlqa, without it,
the latter not concerning us here.
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this geminate is signalled by the pseudo-prothetic | <&, a donor principle-oriented
graphy. The graphy ¢ > represents the abstract prefix and is thus morphological,
coincident with the donor graphy. Example:

e, oA

@lgd (Rh. 145°) mAl'gid> (MX 65,)
llga (< n-lga) ‘1 find, I meet’ (cf. SA &L <nlgd> nalga ‘we find, we meet’)

GRAPH | &>

V<@ ~ <

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (1 <& Av! ) <a>)
See | <@ Av 1 &>

Word-medially / Restricted variation (1 <& Rv ! <a>)
See ! @ Rv 1 <&
T ~ 1@

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (| é> Av?! i )
See <& Av 1@

Word-medially / Restricted variation (1 <& Rv i <&)
See | <& Rv 1 <@

Pseudo-variation

V<@ Pv.sw

Word-medially

In this marginal inter-variety pseudo-variation, exemplified in (105), | <& copies
the SA graph marking the sequence 7a and is thus donor form-oriented, while the
graphy s <w»>, marking u, is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy.
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e W s

«(a)laxryny (TM 65°) dwxryny (XM 85.)
[-tixrin ‘others®” (cf. SA ¢ AY! <alaxryny Pal-Paxarin® ‘others® °')

GRAPH ) <

@ ~ <@

Word-initially / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (! <a> Av!) <a)
See | @ Av ! <@

Word-medially / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (! <a> Av!) <a)
See | @ AV <@

e~ <@

Word-initially / Restricted variation (! <a» Rv | <&)
See | & Rv | <@

@ ~ ¢ <>

Word-initially / Restricted variation (! <a» Rv ¢ <y»)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which they mark word-initial i-
and y-. For a discussion, see the variation “) <a> Rv ¢ <y»”, to which it is analogous.
In what follows, the variation is illustrated with pairs of verbs preceded by the
same phonetic environment in order to rule out its influence on the pronunciation
and graphy. The most conspicuous category of words affected by this variation are

the 3rd person non-feminine present tense verbs, for instance:

e s

<agyb> (Da. 19,) <ygyb> (MX91,)
izib ‘he brings’ (after a consonant)
(cf. SA 22 <y8yo» yagi ‘he comes’, morphological cognate)
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s o5 b

«ma_akwny (Rh. 156°) a_ykwny (MX 17,)
ma ikun ‘he/it™ is not’ (after a vowel)
(cf. SA ussa Y da ykwny 1a yakin ‘idem”)

ey R L

aqra> (D? 212%) «yqra> (BT 117.)
yaqra ‘he reads’ (after a vowel)
(cf. SA 1% <yqrd> yagra? ‘idem’)

In the case of verbs pronounced with initial i-, ! «a» is used phonetically as a result
of historically motivated endogenous adaptation. The reason for the use of s <y>
seems to be donor form-orientation: in SA, this prefix is always written in this
way. When the pronunciation is yV-, the graphy ¢s <y» is adoptive phonetic, based
on general donor graphy, while | <a» can be interpreted as donor form-defying or
analogical: The speller is aware that ! <@> is used in some cases to mark this MA
verbal prefix and uses it here even though the prefix is pronounced in a way not
justifying this. In the case of both pronunciations, but especially yV-, the graphy
& «y> is by far more frequent (! <@> being used only in three sources in the corpus:
Rh., Da. and D?).

This variation also manifests itself in words for which only one pronunciation,
i-, is given in dictionaries. Examples:

w1

<atym> (Rh. 178%) ytymy> (MH 42'%)
itim ‘orphan’ (cf. SA ath <ytym» yatim™ ‘idem”)

(110) -

<ald> (TN 81) «yla> (DK 8.)
ila ‘i

In both pairs, ! <@» is used phonetically as a result of historically motivated endog-
enous adaptation. The graphy ¢ <y» is donor form-oriented in (109), while in (110)
it must be explained as analogical graphy: The speller is aware that word-initial
I is spelt ¢ <y> in some MA words, e.g. itim (principle of donor form-orientation),
and (s)he applies this to ila, although it has no SA cognate that would justify this.
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Word-medially / Restricted variation () <a» Rv ¢ <y»)

This variation mirrors the one discussed for this pair word-initially. It is also anal-
ogous to the variation ! <a> Rv s <y» word-medially. It manifests itself in graphic
words in which the word-medial position of | «<a» and ¢ <y» results from graphic
prefixation. Examples:

A il

<ala’brhy (MX 1145) <alybrhy (MX 181,)
l-ibra ‘needle®” (cf. SA 5_Y) <alabrhy Pal-?ibra® ‘idem”)

(112) -

wala> (HB 43 ) wyla> (TM 9, )
w-ila ‘and if”

B o
«wagy» (Da. 99%) Wygy> (SX95,)

w-izi ‘and he comes’ (cf. SA s> <Wygyo> wa-yagi ‘idem’)

This situation is analogous to the one discussed for this pair word-initially without
graphic prefixes (cf. the preceding variation). The graph ! <a» can be considered to be
the remnant of a word initial | <@> (cf. 2. <abrhy ibra ‘needle’, ¥! <alay ila “if”, ! <agy»
izi ‘he comes’). As such, it is used phonetically as a result of historically motivated
endogenous adaptation. However, if the graphic word is not viewed as graphically
prefixed but as indivisible (such as, for instance, J: s cwyl> wil ‘woe”), the graphy s <y>
in (111)-(113) can be interpreted as adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy.
In (113), for which a SA cognate exists, it is coincident with the donor graphy.

GRAPH < <b>

<<y ~ @<

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (< <b> Av ¢ <p>)

This variation manifests itself when these graphs mark p, a sound for which the
SA alphabet has no special letter. In order to represent it, MA spellers sometimes
use < b, the graph normally marking b, its voiced counterpart, in both SA and
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MA, and thus resort to adaptive phonetic graphy, with the adaptation being endog-
enous and phonetically motivated. In some cases, a Sadda, normally marking the
lengthening, or gemination, of a consonant, is written over <= <b» to mark that p is
intended, as in Form A in (114). Marking this sound by means of the graph < «p>,
i.e. < «b> with three dots, not included in the SA alphabet (but marking p in, for in-
stance, Persian), also means resorting to adaptive phonetic graphy, but in this case
the adaptation is exogenous. Below are given examples of word-medial and word-
final occurrence. This variation is also expected to manifest itself word-initially.

v B i

allflybiyrs (TM 43,)  <lypyrs (TM 47°)
[l2-1flipar “flipper®”  flipar ‘flipper’

o B el

«slybs (F§ 18%) allslyp> (TM 17,)
slip “briefs’ [s-]slip ‘briefs®"
GRAPH < «p>

G<p> ~<<b>

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (g <p> Av?! < <b>)
See < <> Av ¢ >

GRAPH & >

> ~ Sy

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (< <t> Av < «b)

This variation manifests itself, quite frequently, in words in which these graphs
mark t. The graphy < «t> is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy.
In words which have SA cognates with t, as in (119) and (120), it is, in addition,
coincident with the donor graphy. The graphy < <t (cf. Aguadé 2006: 257-258) is
donor form-oriented in words which have SA cognates with ¢, for instance:
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9

<tgal> (Mu. 44,) «tgal> (TN 14))
tqal ‘it™ became heavy’ (cf. SA J& «tql> taqula ‘idem”)

B

ctlathy (DB 211°) «tlathy (LS 97?)
tlata ‘three’ (cf. SA 436 (tlathy ralata™ ‘idem”)

S

hyts (TM 1111 hyt> (Sa. 245"
hit ‘because’ (cf. Cu~ <hyt haytu ‘idem’)

If the MA word has no SA cognate with a corresponding ¢, the graphy & <t is
explainable in terms of analogical graphy: The speller is aware that t is spelt as
< (v in many MA words (by virtue of donor form-orientation) and (s)he uses it
although the word to be written has no SA cognate with the corresponding ¢ that
would justify this graphy. Examples:

o Bt el

<alhwthy (HB 42') alhwthy (TN 12%)
[-huta ‘fish®” (cf. SA &=l calhwty Pal-hiit* ‘idem; whale®™)

v, Bl R

«(a)lytamhy (TN 42, (1]lytamh> (TN 53')
I-itama ‘orphans®” [/o-]l-itama ‘to orphans®"
(cf. SA <) calytamdy 2al-yatama ‘orphans®”)

Sty ~ Ay

Word-initially / Restricted variation (< <t> Rv 2 «d>)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words representing words in which the
abstract affix t-, whether derivational or inflectional, is pronounced d due to as-
similation. In such cases, the graphy < «t> is morphological, whereas 2 «dy, rather
infrequent, is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy. Examples:
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- B2 =

dtzad> (Rh. 122,) «dzad> (Rh. 102,)
dzad (< t-zad) ‘he was born’

o e

<tgyb> (SX92,) «dgyb» (Sa. 253")
dzib (< t-zib) ‘you bring’

Word-medially / Restricted variation (< <t> Rv 2 «d>)

Although < <t> and 2 «d> are bound by variation word-initially, manifesting itself
in verbs (see preceding paragraph), no pair of graphically prefixed verbs illustrat-
ing this variation word-medially could be identified in the corpus. The reason is
that word-medially, the affix t- is always written morphologically as < b, e.g.
ka-dzib (< ka-t-zib) ‘you bring’ is spelt xS ktgyb>, while phonetic graphies
(<> kdgyby) have not been recorded. An isolated occurrence of this variation
in the word-medial position involves a noun with a graphically prefixed conjunc-
tion u- ‘and’:

(123)
«witzayryyns (Mu. 43) «wdzayryyn> (Mu. 33,)
u-dzayriyin ‘and Algerians’

The graphy 2 «d> is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, whereas <
<t» seems to be an instance of analogical graphy: The speller is aware that MA d is
sometimes written as < <t» (by virtue of the morphological principle) and uses it
in this word despite the fact that d is part of its root, not an affix, and the graphy <
<t> cannot be justified by this principle.

S~ b
All possible positions / Restricted variation (< <t> Rv & «b)

This variation manifests itself, rather marginally, in graphic words in which these
graphs mark ¢. It has been recorded word-initially and word-medially. Examples:
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o PR i

tnad>(MX 79,) tnad> (Ff 57,)
tmas ‘twelve’ (cf. SA e Wl <atna §8r» Pitna Sasara ‘idem’)

-

«xmstad> (Da. 98") «xmstas> (HD 27%)
xomstas ‘fifteen’ (cf. SA sde dused (xmsh_§8r xamsata Sasara ‘idem”)

The graphy & < is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy. The use of
< <t seems to be donor-defying in (124)'%°, while in (125), it is donor form-ori-
ented'?!. The variation is marginal due to the marginal use of < <t> in this function.

For the word-final position, no heterograph pairs can be identified because
heterographs with a word-final < <t> have not been recorded in the corpus for such
graphic words as &3S <kwnty kunt (from French compte) ‘bank account” (Mu.
19" or kil skl caltwalyt> ¢-fwalit (from French toilette) ‘toilet’ (Mu. 37%). How-
ever, since the variation between < <t> and & «t» occurs when these graphs mark
t being part of the lexical root, it can be expected to occur in all positions, also
word-finally. Hence, the missing heterographs <xisS kwnty and <l 5l caltwalyty
are expected forms.

<t ~ 8 <y

All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (< <t> Rv 3 <h»)

This variation manifests itself in nouns, mostly feminine, in the construct state.
Both graphs mark the word-final t which replaces, or, in less numerous cases, is
attached to, the final -a which the noun has in the free state (i.e. when it is not
followed by a genitive attribute). The most frequent graphy of this t is 3 <h> (the
usual graphy in SA, cf. “» <h> Rv 3 <h»”), which may be characterized as adoptive
phonetic, based on general donor graphy and coincident with the donor graphy. As
for < «t, this graphy was used in CA, for instance, in the Quran, where the word
Zimra?at- ‘woman, wife’ in the construct state is spelt in this manner if it is fol-

120 Surprisingly, the expected form with donor form-oriented graphy < <p, (iS5 <tna$», has not
been recorded in the corpus.

121 Note that the correspondent graph in the SA cognate is not < <t> but & <hy. Since 3 <h> cannot
be used word-medially, its word-medial counterpart is used in the MA graphic word. This strictly
positional issue can be disregarded here.
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lowed by the husband’s name (al-?Asmar 1988: 223), e.g. ¢ s <l ! camrit_nwh>
Pimra?at’ niih™ ‘Noah’s wife” (surah 66, 10). However, it is rather unlikely that
this use of < «t» in MA should be based on the Quranic practice. It seems rather to
be a donor form-defying graphy. Examples:

(126) -

fy_syft_fqyhy (Sa. 244'2) dy_syfth_fqyh> (Sa. 241,)
f-sift fqih ‘in the form of a learned man’ (cf. sifa in the free state)
(cf. SA s daa & «fy sth fqyh fi sifa'fagih™ ‘in the capacity as legist’)

(127)
«dat_alwaldyn> (Da. 101,) «dah_alwaldyn> (MH 26,)
rdat lI-waldin ‘the parents’ joy’ (cf. rda in the free state)
(cf. SA Vsl ba ) <rda_alwaldyny rida [-walidayn' ‘idem”)

e Bl

«myat[_Sam]> (Rh. 161,) «myah[_awrw]> (Rh. 126%)
myat [{am] myat [oro] (cf. mya in the free state)
‘a hundred [years]’ ‘a hundred [euros]’

(cf. SA e 2 ¢myh_Sam> miZat’ {am™ ‘a hundred years’)
Since 3 <hy is in variation with s <h, it might seem that also variation between
< <t and e <hy is possible. This is, however, not the case because, as the corpus
findings show, forms with » <h, e.g. 4 klmhy ‘word’ (MX 170%), are always

pronounced with a final a (kalma, in the present example) and are never used in
the construct state.

Pseudo-variation

<ty Py <

Word-initially: See ) <a> Pv < <t
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Word-medially: See | <a> Pv < «t>

<t Py <&

Word-initially: See | <& Pv < <>
GRAPH & >

& (p ~ &<

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (<« Av? <« <t)
See &< Av &<y

&~

Word-medially / Restricted variation (< <t Rv & <)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these two graphs mark ¢.
Recorded only in two pairs in the corpus, shown in (129) and (130), it is marginal.
The graphy & <t is donor form-oriented, while & «t> is adoptive phonetic, based
on general donor graphy.

w
(129) &

tltad> (Da. 99%) tltas> (Rh. 95,)
taltas ‘thirteen’
(cf. SA e A3 (tlath S8p falatata Sasara ‘idem’)

LAk -
S~ Lk 3
(130) = o
<hrtany> (BB 932) (al]hrtany[h]> (HB 8%)
hortani ‘mulatto, black’ [I-]hartani[ya] ‘mulatto woman, black® "

(cf. SA QL L= <hr_tan™ hurr'™ tanin, lit. ‘second free man’?'?)

122 The graph < <t used in Form A in this pair can be interpreted as donor form-oriented only
if the speller is assumed to have had this folk etymology: ‘a second-class free man’, ironically:
‘a slave’, in mind or associated the word in question with harrat ‘ploughman’ (cf. SA &ioa <hrap
harrat™ ‘idem’).
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This variation, at least as exemplified in (129), is due to the fact that ¢ is a result
of two historical phonetic processes: despirantization of ¢ and pharyngealization
of the resulting t, which affected the phonetic system independently of the pho-
nological relationships within words. Therefore, it can be hypothesized that this
variation can manifest itself in all positions. Word-initially, for instance, it could
be the case in a heterograph pair representing the word fnas ‘twelve’. However,
only the heterograph with the phonetic graphy = v, (b «tnad> (HB 36,), has
been recorded, while the donor form-oriented graphy, (i <tnasy, is missing. Since
the word-final substitability of these graphs could not be evidenced either, this
variation is described as manifesting itself solely word-medially.

GRAPH z <

Before discussing the particular variants of z «&, it is useful to outline the two
usual functions of this graph in the MA graphy: marking z and g. The former func-
tion, not affected by variation, is adopted from Moroccan SA. The second func-
tion, marking g, a sound absent from the typical SA sound inventory (a practice
current in medieval Moroccan texts, Aguadé 2013: 207), is based on the principle
of endogenous adaptation. It is, however, limited to cases where this sound is a re-
sult of the historical dissimilaton of reflexes of SA ¢ in words containing a sibilant
(Heath 2002: 136-138; Aguadé 2008: 290), a process which, as it seems, cannot
be observed word-finally, e.g. (s <gls> glas ‘he sat down’ (cf. SA galasa ‘idem’).
Indeed, the corpus reveals that z <g» is never used to mark g which is related to
g, e.g. gal ‘he said’ (cf. SA J& gala and MA qal ‘idem’) is never spelt *J= «gab.
Hence, the principle underlying the use of # «g» to mark g is adaptive phonetic,
with the adaptation being endogenous and historically motivated. In this function,
z <& is in variation, non-word-finally, with the three graphs discussed below.

@ ~dko

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (g <% Rv 4 <k>)

The primary function of & <> in the SA and MA graphy is to mark k. In MA,
this graph has been adapted to mark g because of the phonetic similarity between
these two sounds: the only difference between them being that g is voiced and k is
unvoiced. The use of & k> is thus a result of phonetically motivated endogenous
adaptation. Example (131) shows a word-initial occurrence of variation between
z «® and ¢ k>, marginally evidenced, but also expected word-medially.
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L s

«gals> (Mm. 147.) kals> (¢D 1115)
galas ‘sitting” (participle) (cf. SA ulls «galsy galis"" ‘idem”)

c®~2

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (z ¢ Rv <& (%))

Not being part of the SA alphabet, the graph <S <g» is used notably in the Persian
alphabet to mark g. The practice of using it in this function in MA is thus a result
of exogenous adaptation. Examples:

o ol i

<gals> (Mm. 147.) gals> (Mg. 244°)
galos ‘sitting’ (participle) (cf. SA o «galsy galis™ ‘idem”)

g 2 L5

<algzar> (XM 57) algzars (MH 19%)
l-gazzar ‘butcher®” (cf. SA LIl algzar Pal-gazzar' ‘idem”)

@~

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (Z <& Rv 2 (%))

As indicated in Sect. IIL.1., graph & «§ occurs in DK and HB only. In the latter
source, its connecting form is used even in the non-connecting final position, e.g. < s
«fwg> fug ‘over, upon’ (HB 16%). This makes it impossible to determine whether the
isolated form of this graph is &l or X, Just like = &, it is not part of the SA alphabet,
hence its use to mark g in MA is described as a result of exogenous adaptation. Vari-
ation between z «& and = (&) is only marginally manifested in the corpus because the
use of £ (& to mark g being a reflex of SA ¢ is very limited there. Examples:

1y AL M

<[al]gzar> (XM 57,) «gzan (DK 15,)
[I-]gozzar ‘butcher®” gazzar ‘butcher’
(cf. SA ) > «gzar> gazzar™ ‘butcher”)
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- e

agls> (BT 128°) agls> (HB 10%)
glas ‘sit down!” (cf. SA ua) <aglsy 2iglis ‘idem’).

GRAPH ¢ {p

No variation.

GRAPH ¢ <

No variation.

GRAPH gz «®

The graph z (the ¢im of the Persian alphabet) has been used in MA graphy to mark
two sounds: g and ¢. The former is the case if g corresponds diachronially to SA
& and this has been observed at least in two sources, not included in the corpus:
Tga. (see Aguadé 2006: 259), a literary work, and an edition of malhun poetry
(al-Fast 1986: 25). The second function of z «¢», marking ¢ (Lerchundi 1900: 4
[1872: 5, footnote 1]), a sound occurring in northern and Jbala dialects (Aguadé
2008: 289-290), has not been recorded in the corpus nor has been observed by
other scholars'®.

GRAPH 2 «d>

A ~ &<

Word-initially and word-medially / Restricted variation (2 <d> Rv & <t>)
See & «t> Rv 2 «d>

123 The other manner of marking ¢ indicated by Lerchundi, viz. Ji , which, formally speaking,
is a Ui § with three additional dots below, has not been recorded in the corpus either. However,
in more than one source included in it, this sound is marked, rarely and only in borrowings, by the
digraph <& «t$), e.g. sl <tSamyr> camir ‘a type of long shirt’” (MH 60°), s mat$» mac ‘match,
game’ (FB 667), S keay't§at'y> ka-ycati ‘he is chatting (online)’ (Mm. 1128). In one isolated
case, another digraph, <%, is used in this function: &kba) calfrnatdy> /-f2rnadi ‘a person tending
the water heater in public baths’ (fornatsi in Harrell 1966: 1938, from Italian fornace ‘furnace’).
Belonging to the quantitative domain of heterography, digraphs do not concern us in this work.
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2l ~ 3l

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (2 <d> Av 3 «d>)

This variation manifests itself, very frequently, in graphic words in which 2 «d>
and > «d> mark the sound d. The graphy 2 «d> is adoptive phonetic, based on general
donor graphy. If the MA word has a SA cognate with d, as in (140) and (141), it
is, in addition, coincident with the donor graphy. Heterograph pairs based on this
variation mostly represent words with SA cognates which contain d. In such cases,
the graphy 2 «d> is donor form-oriented (cf. Aguadé 2006: 257-258). Examples:

]

(136) ;
«dakdy> (¢D 111,) «dakdy> (HB 42%)
dak §-8i ‘that’, lit. ‘that thing’ (cf. SA ¢ &) & «dak alSyo> daka $-say>
‘that thing”)
lie
(137) :
«@das (TN 327) @das (TN 19%)
gadda ‘tomorrow’ (cf. SA 12& (gda> gadan ‘idem”)
dl—:-'v-‘# b
(138) ' s
cwdnyk> (TM 8, ) vdnyk> (MX 55))
wiidni-k ‘your ears’ (cf. SA &3l <ddnyk> Pudunay-ka “your ears® ")
pEy
(139) o
maxd> (Sa. 232,) maxd> (BT 116,)

naxiid ‘I take’ (cf. SA 3L ndxd> naPxud® ‘we take’)

In less frequent, cases, 2 «d> is used in words which have no SA cognates with
corresponding 4. The reason for such spellings is analogical graphy: The speller
is aware that MA d is spelt as > «d> in many words (donor form-orientation) and
uses this graphy even though the word to be written has no SA cognate with a cor-
responding d that would justify this. Examples:

v B 2l

aldwd> (§D 79, aldwd> (BT ,611)
d-dud ‘worms®" (cf. SA 253 <aldwd> 2ad-diid" ‘idem”)
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e st

gdy> (LS 549) gdy> (Mn. 23°)
gadi ‘going to’ (future marker) (cf. SA Je «gad> gadin ‘going; becoming”).

(142) .

«daba> (BB 97 ) «daba> (MX 203')
daba ‘now’

o, st
<adyalk> (FL 111 ) <adyalk> (XM 113%)

dyal-ak ‘yours, of yours’

3¢d> ~ va <«

All possible positions / Restricted variation (2 <d> Rv g2 «db»)
This variation manifests itself first and foremost in graphic words in which these
two graphs mark a pharyngealized d. In marginal cases, the sound marked by them
is plain (non-pharyngealized) d. The variation is related to the fact that in numer-
ous cases, plain sounds in SA phonetic words have pharyngealized correspondents
in MA cognates (cf. e.g. Aguadé 2008: 290) (and, in a few examples, vice versa).
If the sound marked by these graphs is ¢, the corresponding sound in the SA cog-
nate is usually d or d. Apart from these two major situations, a third possibility is
that a SA cognate has d or that there is no SA cognate at all.

In the first situation (¢ in MA, d in the SA cognate), the graphy = <d> is do-
nor form-oriented!?, while u= «d> is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor
graphy. Examples:

s B2 b

«dwrh (F§ 4%) «dwrhy (Rh. 1567)
dura ‘walk, tour; turn’ (cf. SA 5,52 «dwrhy dawra™ ‘turn, rotation’)

124 As observed by Aguadé (2006: 258, 4.3 and 2013: 210, 214), in the case of some words,
‘the weight of the orthography of the classical language’ prevents the speller from using the phonetic
spelling o= «d> (2013: 214). The analysis of the corpus confirms this: Donor form-oriented graphy
2 «d> is used consistently for writing such words as: dar ‘house’, sohd ‘heat’, radd ‘he returned’ and
others.
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e

drdas»> (TM 7)) «(a)hdas> (DB 2127)
hdas “eleven’ (cf. SA »ie 3l &hd S8 Pahada Sasara ‘idem’)

Y

<balbarwd> (F¢ 56°) <balbarwd> (Rh. 175°%)
bo-I-barud ‘with gunpowder®” (cf. SA 25,Wb <balbarwd> bi-I-barid'
‘idem’)

The second situation (¢ in both MA and the SA cognate) is illustrated in (147)
and (148).

e v

<yqdy> (DK 24 ) <yqdy> (MX 14%)
yvaqdi ‘he accomplishes’ (cf. SA =% «yqdy> yagdi ‘idem’)

e By st

bSd_almraty (Sa. 223'1) bSd_almraty (Sa. 2415)
baSd al-marrat ‘sometimes’ (cf. SA <ldl Lax bSd almrats bafd?
[-marrat ‘idem”)

In this situation, the graphy o= «d> is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor
graphy, and is coincident with the donor graphy, while 2 «d> can be interpreted
as analogical graphy: The speller is aware that MA d is sometimes spelt 2 «d>
(donor form-orienation), and (s)he uses this graphy even though the word to be
written does not have a SA cognate with d that would justify this. Analogical
graphy may be suggested to spellers by the fact that in MA there are pairs of
words in which d and ¢ are mutually substitutable, e.g. dabbar ~ dabbar ‘he ar-
ranged’, hdar ~ hdoar ‘he talked’, which is often reflected in writing, resulting
in the parallelism of double pronunciation and double graphy (cf. a similar case
of .= <s> and u= «s» below).

In the third situation, there is no SA cognate containing d or . In (149), the SA
cognate has g, while (150) shows a word with no SA cognate at all.
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o ik Ue

<alhdrhy (Mn. 78,) <alhdrhy (Mi. 44 )
I-hadra ‘conversation, talk®” (cf. SA L3 <alhdr> 2al-hadr* ‘prattle®™)

e Loni

<hydwrhy (Mm. 152)) <hydwrhy (Mu. 29 ,)
hidura ‘(sheep)skin’

In these cases, the graphy o= «d> is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor
graphy, while 2 «d> is analogical (cf. explanation above).

Finally, this variation is marginally evidenced in graphic words representing
words in which the two graphs mark d, while the SA cognate has d. The only het-
erograph pair showing this which has been recorded in the corpus is given in (151).

v, Sl B

<tgadat> (DK 15, ) tqadat> (HB 14,)
tqadat ‘she/it" ended’ (cf. SA &asi <tqadty fagaddat ‘idem”)

The graphy 2 «d> is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, while =
<> is donor form-oriented.

GRAPH : «d»

3dy ~ <>

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (2 «d> Av? 2 «d>)
See 2 «d> Av 3 «d»

ddy ~ 02«

{All possible positions / Restricted variation (2 «d> Rv o= «d)}

Restricted variation between 2 «d> and o= «d> is expected to manifest itself in two
cases: First, in graphic words representing words containing ¢ which is a result of
the despirantization and pharyngealization of d, e.g. fxad ‘thighs’, for which pho-
netic graphy, o=44 fxad> (F§ 54,), has been recorded in the corpus, while the donor-
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oriented form (34 «fxady) is expected. Second, this variation is expected to manifest
itself in graphic words representing words containing ¢ and having no SA cognates,
e.g. dfira ‘a fine’, for which an analogical graphy with 3 «d>, 3 e «dSyrhy (MX 41.),
has been recorded, while its phonetic graphy (s_s== «dCyrhy) is expected.

GRAPH .«
No variation.

GRAPH ) @
@D ~ oA

Word-finally / Restricted variation (J <z>» Rv o2 <$»)

Although this variation manifests itself in one pair only, both graphic words are
frequent enough to justify taking it into consideration. The graphs bound by it
mark the sound z. The graphy J <z in this function is adoptive phonetic, based on
general donor graphy, while o= «s> results from donor form-orientation'%,

1 it

<algfz> (Sa. 246%) <alqfs> (Sa. 247°)
lo-qfaz ‘cage® (cf. SA v=&ll <alqfs) al-gafas' ‘idem’)

GRAPH <>

QS ~ A<

All possible positions / Restricted variation (o« <> Rv 02 <9»)

As was the case with d and ¢ (cf. “2 «d> RV u= «d»”), in many words, the SA plain
(non-pharyngealized) s corresponds to the pharyngealized s in MA. Predominant-
ly, variation between ¢~ <S> and u= <> manifests itself in graphic words represent-

125 Tt is interesting to note that J <z> is used in MA to denote pharyngealized z (IPA: [2]) (e.g.
in ') <zraby> zrabi ‘carpets, rugs’) although the SA graph & «z> could fulfil this function better
from the point of view of sound-letter-correspondence because it represents this sound in some re-
gional pronunciations of SA, e.g. Egyptian (Cairene) (Holes 2004: 59). However, in Moroccan SA,
it is usually pronounced d (IPA: [d*]) and hence it is not used in this function. The authors of works
included in the corpus use £ «z» only in some donor form-oriented or analogical graphies.
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ing phonetic words that contain a pharyngealized s, less frequently a plain s. It
has been recorded word-initially and word-medially and is also expected to occur
word-finally.

If the sound marked by these graphs is §, the corresponding sound in the SA
cognate is usually s or s. A third possibility is that the word has no SA cognate
which could be taken into consideration as a graphic point of reference.

In the first situation (s in MA, s in the SA cognate), the graphy - <S> is donor
form-oriented, while u= «g» is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy.
Examples:

o B e

<«sbaty (DK 17?) sbaty (FY'15,)
sabbat ‘shoe’ (cf. SA LU <sbaty sabbar™ ‘idem’)

e i

<alstly (MH 64%) als'th (Rh. 153%)
s-stal ‘bucket®” (cf. SA Jbudl calstly 2as-satl ‘idem”)

The second situation (s in both MA and the SA cognate) is exemplified in one
heterograph pair only:

1, (8 el

mqwshy (TN 10'%) (allmqwsh> (Sa. 226, )
mqusa ‘scissorsP” [la-]lmqusa ‘scissors? %P
(cf. SA G=te «mqs™> migass™ ‘scissors’)

Here, the graphy u= «s» is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy and
coincident with the donor graphy, while u= <S> is an instance of analogical graphy:
The speller is aware that the MA sound s is marked as . <s» in some words (donor
form-orientation) and uses this graphy even though the word to be written does
not have a SA cognate with s that would justify this graphy. Analogical graphy
may be suggested to spellers by the fact that in MA there are pairs of words in
which s and s are mutually substitutable, e.g. sag ~ sag ‘leg’, safor ~ safor ‘he
travelled’, which is often reflected in writing, resulting in the parallelism of dou-
ble pronunciation and double graphy (cf. a similar case of 2 <d> and o= «d> dis-
cussed above). It is, however, also possible that the graphy ¢ <s» in (155) is meant
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to reflect depharyngealized pronunciation in this word, recorded by Heath (2002:
440) as mgqass.

In the third situation, the MA word containing s has no transparent SA cognate
that could justify donor form-oriented graphy. Examples:

o, =

<gash> (D?2127) «qash> (TM 51,)
qasah ‘hard’ (cf. SA =<8 gasih™ ‘idem’, very rare)

i ot

<balfgshy (HB 527) (w]balfqsh> (MX 164)
ba-l-fagsa [u-1ba-I-fogsa

‘out of sorrow?"’ ‘[and] out of sorrow
(no transparent SA cognate)

def>

In such cases, the graphy with o= <s» is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor
graphy, while o ¢s» is analogical, as explained under (155).

Finally, in a rather rare configuration of this variation, the sound marked by .«
<s> and u= <> is . Examples:

(158) o)l..ll -

alJmslwqy (HM 83.) «mslwq[h]> (Rh. 1997)
[I-]maslug ‘boiled®” maslug[a] ‘boiled”
(cf. SA &b cmslwqy masliig™ ‘boiled’)

1, e e

«syman(h)> (F§ 58'%) «syman(a)> (TM 38,)
simana ‘week’

The graphy - <s» is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy — and in the
case of (158), which has a SA cognate, coincident with donor graphy. The graphy
w= <$» might seem to be analogical, but the usage evidenced in the corpus does
not make it possible to identify its exact basis because the sources analyzed do not
reveal instances of MA s marked as o= «s» by virtue of one of the proposed spell-
ing principles. In particular, no MA words with s spelt as o= <> due to a possible
influence of SA graphy have been recorded.
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GRAPH i <5

No variation.
GRAPH o=

GAS ~ (S

All possible positions / Restricted variation (ue <s» Rv (« <S»)
See = <> RV = (9

GRS ~ @D

Word-finally / Restricted variation (02 <s» Rv J )
See ) <«2> RV u=«<»

GRAPH o= «>

wa«d ~ 2>

All possible positions / Restricted variation (ua «d> Rv 2 <d>)
See 2 «d> Rv U= «d»

va > ~ 3>

{All possible positions / Restricted variation (o= «d> Rv 2 «d»)}
See {2 «d> Rv u= «d}

W« ~b

Word-finally / Restricted variation (02 <> Rv & «p)

This variation manifests itself, rather marginally, in graphic words in which these
graphs mark the sound ¢ resulting from the devoicing of d. The graphy & <t is
adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, while o= «d> represents d, the
last radical of the lexical root, morphologically. Note that this case is different
from the majority of morphological graphies, which are used to mark affixes, not
parts of the root. Examples:
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PP

«Qwd_may (Mu. 15,) (fa_]Swt_ma> (Rh. 186, )
Ciwad [Siwat'] ma [f-]¢iwad [fSiwat'] ma ‘instead of”
(cf. SA == Swdb fiwad® ‘idem”)

o bl &

«gmd> (Mn. 34)) «gmt> (WM 31))
gommad [yom:ot'] ‘close!” (said of eyes)
(cf. SA (== gm'dy gammid ‘idem’)

v ~EB @

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (o2 «d> Av & «z»)

This variation usually manifests itself in graphic words which have SA cognates
with a corresponding 4 <z». Both variants mark . The graphy u= «d> is adoptive
phonetic, based on general donor graphy, while & <z» is donor form-oriented. Ex-
amples:

e b

«dryf> (TM 48°) aryt> (Mu. 16,)
drif ‘nice’ (cf. SA <a b «zryh zari™ ‘idem’)

o B

<aldlam> (Rh. 139)) <alzlam> (MH 22)
d-dlam ‘darkness®™” (cf. SA 224 calzlam» Paz-zalam" ‘idem’)

e, Aoy

adiadr> (Mm. 119,) (w]nzazr> (HB 137)
ndadar ‘glasses’ [u-1ndador ‘[and] glasses’
(cf. SA3_ s (nzarhy nazzara™ ‘idem’)

Marginally, this variation manifests itself in graphic words with a SA cognate
spelt with o= «d>, as in (165).
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e, PP b S

«Qwd_may> (Mu. 15,) (f]Swz_ma> (TN 12°)
Ciwad ma [f-]¢iwad ma ‘instead of”
(cf. SA == Swd fiwad® ‘idem”)

In this case, the graphy & <z is analogical: The speller is aware that the MA sound
d is sometimes written & <z» (donor form-orientation) and uses this graphy even
though the graphy of the SA cognate does not justify this.

GRAPH & «»

b ~a
All possible positions / Restricted variation (& «t» Rv < <)
See & «t> Rv b «t»

b ~ap

Word-medially / Restricted variation (& «t» Rv < <p)
See & <ty Rv b«

bt~ o2«

Word-finally / Restricted variation (& < Rv o2 «d>)
See o=« Rv L«

b ~L5 @

Word-finally / Restricted variation (& <p Rv & )
This variation is marginal as it has manifested itself in only one heterograph pair.
The graphs bound by it mark the sound 7 resulting from the devoicing of d.

(166) -

f(a_)Swt_ma> (Rh. 186, ) dSwz_ma (TN 12))
f~Siwad [fViwat'] ma ‘instead of”
(cf. SA == Swd fiwad® ‘idem’)
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The graphy L «t» is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, while £ <z
is an instance of analogical graphy (explained under “u= «d> Av & «2”).

GRAPH & «z»

&g ~oa

All possible positions / Asymmetrical relation (inverse) (& z> Av? ua «d>)
See u= «> Rv Lz

L ~bty

Word-finally / Restricted variation (& <z Rv & )
See & «t» Rv &z

GRAPH ¢ >

No variation.

GRAPH ¢ g

The primary function of the graph ¢ «g> is marking g (IPA [y]), voiced velar frica-
tive, in both SA (Beeston 1970: 18; Holes 2004: 58) and MA (Kjamilev 1968:
19; Aguadé 2003: 85; Caubet 2008: 275)'?6. In MA graphy, it has been adapted
to mark g, the voiced velar plosive sound (Harrell 1962: 3, Aguadé 2003: 83)'%’.
The reason for this adaptation is that the sound it represents in the donor language
shares some phonetic features with the sound for the spelling of which it was
adapted: voicedness and velar articulation. This is thus a case of phonetically mo-
tivated endogenous adaptation.

126 Other points of articulation have also been given for this sound. In SA, it has been character-
ized as: uvular (e.g. al-Ani 2008: 598), postvelar (e.g. Corriente 2002: 24) or context-conditioned:
postdorsal-postvelar in the vicinity of i or postdorsal-uvular in the vicinity of a and u (Késtner 1981:
65-66). In MA, it has also been described as uvular in Harrell (1962: 3) and as prevelar in Durand
(2004: 70).

127 Kjamilev (1968: 22) and Caubet (2008: 275) characterize its point of articulation as post-
palatal.
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The use of ¢ <g» in the function of marking g is, however, marginal and the
scarcity of graphic words which show this use makes it difficult to compose het-
erograph pairs. This graph occurs in this function in only three graphic words in
the corpus: s garru ‘a cigaret’ (TM 11'7), el agadir ‘Agadir’ (XM 146,), and
& hambiirgar “hamburger’ (XF 96,), none of which is of Arabic origin. These
graphic words evidence only word-initial and word-medial use of ¢ <&» marking g.
Word-final use can be expected, although it would be very marginal too.

£ @ ~ddo

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (¢ > Rv ¢ <k>)

Both graphs bound by this marginal variation mark g as a result of phonetically
motivated endogenous adaptation (see “z «& Rv & «k»” for the discussion of <
<>). The use of ¢ <> in this function is marginal, while that of <l <k> very frequent.
Example:

))LQ

_|
<garw> (TM 11'°) [1]karw> (HM 89'°)
gayrru ‘cigaret’ [I-]garru ‘cigaret®”

(167)

£ @ ~SLH

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (¢ «® Rv < %)

While the principle underlying the marginal use of ¢ «& to mark g is that of
phonetically motivated endogenous adaptation, the frequent graphy < (&> in this
function is based on exogenous adaptation. Examples:

25

<garw> (TM 11'%) «garw> (MH 16')
garru ‘cigaret’

o 2 7

(168)

<hambrgr> (XF 96,) (alThamb(w)rg r> (TM 65")
hambiirgar [I-1hambiirgor
‘hamburger’ ‘hamburger®”
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£ @ ~2P

{Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (& @ ~2 %)}

This variation has not manifested itself in the corpus but is expected because X «&»
is a free variant of = <&, which, in its turn, is a variant of ¢ &> (see above). The
graphic words s «garw> for garru ‘cigaret’ and S« chambrgr for hambiirgar
‘hamburger’ are expected heterographs of those given under “¢ <& Rv S «&»”.

GRAPH <

o d~2h

All possible positions / Restricted variation (< < Rv 2 )

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs mark f. Both
graphies are adoptive phonetic, with < «f being based on local donor graphy and
4 «f> being based on general donor graphy. In this function, the shape of the latter
in non-connecting positions is < <f>.

This variation is restricted for the following reasons: On the one hand, the
graph — «f> cannot be substituted for 2 «f if the latter marks g. On the other hand,
4 «f> cannot be substituted for — « in graphic words or texts which contain & «f>
marking ¢ (e.g. in 4 «ffhy gaffa ‘basket’ to yield *4é (ffhy) because this would
result in & «f> marking two different sounds according to two different writing tra-
ditions in a single graphic word or text!?®,

The variation is marginal because the analyzed pages of the only source in
the corpus in which the local Maghrebi graphy is, very modestly, used, viz. DK,
yielded only two occurrences of « «f5: It was used twice in one graphic word,
written decoratively on the opening page of a chapter, while in the body of the
text, & <f> is used, as shown in (171). Form A in (170) is taken from a source not
included in the corpus.

il a8
rhanhy (Has. 36) rhanhy (MX 71))
forhana “happy”

(170)

128 Tn other words, 4 «f> marking f is a conditioned graphy, i.e. when substituting this graph for
<2 «f> (which always marks f), any & «f> used originally to mark ¢ must be substituted for by & <. By
contrast, the graphy s «f> is unconditioned, i.e. its use does not require any other graph — in particu-
lar, & «q@> marking g — to be substituted for by any other graphs, and consequently < «f> and & <g> can
be used in a single text (as is the case in Has.).
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«alsfayf> (DK 20,) «alsfayfy (DK 22°)
S-Sfayaf ‘lips®”

(171)

As expected, the rasm of 4 «f> in the non-neutralized (non-connecting) position in
(171) is the shallow-bowled (fricative) one: < <.

GRAPH & b

A ~ad

All possible positions / Restricted variation (<f> Rv < «f)
See «o ) Rvah

Sf ~ G

All possible positions / Restricted variation (& <5 Rv G «q)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which the two graphs mark g.
It has been recorded word-medially, while word-initially and word-finally it is an
expected variation. Both graphies are adoptive phonetic, with 2 <f> being based on
local donor graphy and G «g»> being based on general donor graphy. The rasm of 4
«f> in non-connecting positions is expected to be the deep-bowled (plosive) one: &
<fq>. This, however, could not be verified on the basis of the corpus.

The variation is restricted because it manifests itself only if the graphs mark
the sound ¢, which is not always the case, because both are phonetically ambigu-
ous. In addition, 4 «f> marking ¢ cannot be used in graphic words or texts which
contain 4 «f> marking f (e.g. in 48 «qfhy gaffa ‘basket’ to yield *4s «ffhy) because
this would result in & «f> marking two different sounds according to two different
writing traditions in a single graphic word or text'?.

As was the case with the preceding variation, this one is marginal too: the
analyzed pages of DK, the only source in the corpus in which the local Maghrebi

129 Tn other words, the graphy & «f> marking ¢ is conditioned, i.e. its use in a graphic word or text
requires any 4 «f> used there to mark f to be substituted for by « «f, in order to avoid & <> marking
two different sounds according to two different writing traditions in a single graphic word or text. By
contrast, the graphy & «q» marking ¢ is unconditioned, i.e. its use does not require any other graphs —
in particular, < <f — to be substituted for by any other graphs and consequently & <g> and s <f> can
be used in a single text (as is the case in Has.).
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graphy is used, yielded only one occurrence of & «f> marking ¢, used, word-medi-
ally’®®, in a graphic word written decoratively on a chapter-opening page. In the
body of text, the general donor-graphy, & <, is used:

- B i

«I'fm> (DK 7)) «lqm> (DK 87)
{algom ‘colocynth’

Ay ~2ans

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation @ <& Rv 2 <v>)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs mark the
sound v. As a rule, such graphic words represent loanwords. The use of & <> in
this function is based on phonetically conditioned endogenous adaptation: In the
donor language, this graph marks f, i.e. the unvoiced counterpart of v. As for & (v»,
it does not form part of the traditional SA alphabet'*! and its use to mark v in MA
is based on exogenous adaptation'*2, Examples:

(173)
dyla> (Mi. 61,) «wyla> (TN 21,)
villa “villa’

b it
«gafyl> (XM 1487) «gavyl (TM 9,)

zavil ‘household bleach’!*?

130" Therefore, the shape of its non-connecting rasm cannot be ascertained.

131 Tt is sometimes used in SA texts for marking v in borrowings, especially foreign proper names.

132 Both graphs are conditioned graphies. The use of & «<f> to mark v in a graphic word or text
requires any 4 <f> used there to mark ¢ to be substituted for by G <, in order to avoid & «f5 marking
two different sounds according to two different writing traditions in a single graphic word or text.
The use of & <v» to mark V in a graphic word or text requires any # <v> used there to mark g to be
substituted for by some other graph: & «q», & o, =L «g>, 5 <@ or ¢ «& in order to avoid & «v> marking
ambiguously v and g in a single graphic word or text.

133 The word Zavil derives from the French eau de Javel, lit. ‘Javel water’, a disinfecting and
bleaching chemical solution for domestic use, named after a district in Paris where it was originally
produced.
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It is rather unlikely for this variation to manifest itself word-finally because in
order for this to occur, these graphs would have to mark a word-final v, which is
not allowed by the phonology of MA (see, however, under & <v> for this graph used
to mark a word-final v in an Arabic transcription of a French word).

GRAPH &«

S« ~2 D

All possible positions / Restricted variation (& «q» Rv 2 «b)
See & «f> Rv G«

S« ~2 >

All possible positions / Restricted variation (& «q> Rv 2 <v»)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs are used to
mark ¢, a pronunciation ascertained for G «q» in (175) and (177) and assumed in
(176).

(175) . .

«qa%H (Sa. 233 ) «wa$ (FB 65")
ga§ ‘even’, intensifying particle

L bt

<tlqaha> (XM 149,) «tlvaha> (FB 70,)
talga-ha ‘you find it” (cf. SA Wb <tlgaha> talga-ha ‘idem”)

i B B

fazq> (Mn. 29 ) azvp (FB 6,)
fazag ‘wet’

For graphic words with SA cognates with ¢, such as (176), the use of & «@> in

this function is explainable by two related principles. First, it can be interpreted
as donor form-oriented. The other possible principle is that of historically mo-
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tivated endogenous adaptation: & «q> is adapted to mark g because this sound is
a reflex of SA and MA q. For instance, g in the MA talga-ha ‘you find it” cor-
responds to SA g in talga-ha ‘idem’ and to MA q in talqa-ha ‘idem’. If there is
no SA cognate, as in (175) and (177), its use is an instance of analogical graphy:
The speller is aware that 3 <> is used to mark g in a number of words (donor
form-orientation) and uses this graphy in a word lacking a SA cognate that could
justify this graphy. As for 2 <v», a graph which is not part of the SA alphabet, its
use is a result of exogenous adaptation (apart from this function, it also marks
v, see “d <f> Rv & «v»”). It is used in this function, quite regularly, only in one
source, FB (with one isolated occurrence recorded in MX). There, g marked as
5 (v» is always a reflex of SA ¢, never g'**, but it may also occur in words with
no SA cognates.

Contrary to expectations based on the considerations presented in Sect. III.1.,
the unconnected shape of & <v» used word-finally in FB — illustrated in (177) — is
not & v, i.e. the deep-bowled plosive rasm, as the historical relationship be-
tween the two plosives ¢ and g would suggest, but < <), i.e. the shallow-bowled
fricative rasm, used in graphs typically marking f or v.

S« ~d<k>

All possible positions / Restricted variation (& «q» Rv & <k>)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which both graphs are used to
mark g being a reflex of SA ¢. The graph & «q> used in most graphic words which
could serve as heterographs based on this variation is phonetically indeterminate
(see Sect. IV.2.1.)"%5. In (178), the pronunciation g seems to be ascertained because
elsewhere in this source this word as said by the same character is written with the
univocal graphy & «g». In order to ascertain that the heterographs with & «g> and
< k> in (179) are homophonous, this pair has been taken from a single source in
which each heterograph represents the same word uttered by a single character of
the same narrative. The homophony of the heterographs in (180) is assumed on
the basis that both come from works of a single author.

134 Al-FasT (1986: 25) adopts this convention explicitly.

135 The graph <>, too, is phonetically ambiguous, but not phonetically indeterminate, i.e. its
phonetic function can be determined by resorting to the context. The corpus, however, reveals a cer-
tain reluctancy to use it in words which would make this necessary. For instance, only exceptionally
are galb ‘heart’ or gal ‘he said” written IS <klb> and JS <kaly, respectively, because they can be
mistakenly pronounced as kalb ‘dog’ and kal ‘he ate’, especially when taken out of context.
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9 s

<qal> (HB 4%) <kab> (€D 202, )
gal ‘he said’ (cf. SA J& «qal> gala ‘idem’)

1, 25 A

Kkyqwlw(a) (SX 95, ) kykwlw> (SX95,)
ka-ygulu ‘they say’ (cf. SA |58 «yqwlwa> yaqiili ‘that they say’)

9 =

<zrq> (Mu. 57°) <zrk> (HB 16,)
zrag ‘blue’ (cf. SA &) Azrg> 2azrag” ‘idem”)

Marking g is not a function of either of these two graphs in Moroccan SA, from
which this sound is absent, nor their primary function in MA, in which & <g> nor-
mally marks ¢ and & <k> normally marks k. Here, the use of & <k» to mark g, its
voiced counterpart, is a result of phonetically motivated endogenous adaptation.
As for the use of & <« in this function, it is based either on the principle of donor
form-orientation or that of historically motivated endogenous adaptation (see “G
«@ RVEw).

To a considerably lesser extent this variation involves & «q» marking g in
graphic words which have no SA cognate with a corresponding ¢. In this case, the
graphy is analogical (see, again, “3 <g> RV 2 <v»). Examples:

(181) . .

«qa% (Sa. 233 ) ka$> (Sa. 214,)
ga§ ‘indeed, at all’

s 898 o

fazq> (Mn. 29 ,) fazk[yn]> (Mn. 77°)
fazag ‘wet’ fazg[in] ‘wet”
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G« ~<L <%

All possible positions / Restricted variation (& «q> Rv < «§»)

This variation is similar to that between G «<g»> and < <k in that the sound marked
by the graphs is g. In (183) and (185), the graphy & «q» is phonetically indetermi-
nate. For (183), see explanation under (178). The homophony of the heterographs
in (185), i.e. that (3 <g> in A is pronounced as g, is assumed on the basis that both
come from works of a single author.

o e

<qab> (HB 4%) «gal> (BB 45))
gal ‘he said’ (cf. SA Jé<qal> gala ‘idem”)

e BB B

<qaflhy (HB 20°) <gaflhy (XM 66,,)
gafla ‘caravan; a host of” (cf. SA 48 «qaflhy gafila™ ‘caravan’)

n'q wlyk™ (D? 13%) mgwlyk> (Da. 46.)
ngul-lik ‘I tell you’ (cf. SA <l Js& (nqwl_1k> nagul' laka ‘we tell you”)

(185)

The graphy < «g» is based on exogenous adaptation (see under “z <& Rv <L «§”).
For words having SA cognates with ¢, as in (183)-(185), the use of & «g> can be
explained either as a result of donor form-orientation or historically motivated en-
dogenous adaptation (see “3 <g> RV & «v»”). In graphic words with no SA cognates,
such as (186) and (187), & <> is an instance of analogical graphy (see, again, “3
«@ RVEw»).

o 958 =

fazq> (Mn. 29 ,) <fazgy (Rh. 142°)
fazag ‘wet’

1o s
<alqrtythy (F¢ 6%) algrtythy (MX 1718)

[-gortita ‘little beast, prankster®”
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S« ~3 @

All possible positions / Restricted variation (& «q> Rv £ <)

This variation is analogous to “G «g> Rv & k> and “G <«g> Rv = «8)”, which were
discussed above. The homophony of the heterographs in the first two examples,
i.e. that & «@> in their Forms A is pronounced as g, is assumed on the following ba-
sis: The heterographs in (188) are used in a single work, those in (190) — in works
of a single author. As for (189), there is admittedly no cogent evidence that &3 «g>
is pronounced as g in Form A, but nothing rules this out.

. s

<qaflhy (HB 20°) «gaflhy (HB 13,)
gafla ‘caravan; a host of” (cf. SA 48 «qaflhy gafila"" ‘caravan’)

(189) . .

yqwl (MX 164°) «ygwbh (DK 9°)
igul ‘he says’ (cf. SA Js& <yqwb yagil® ‘idem”)

(190) . .

dfwqp (Mu. 29%) fwg> (HB 16%)
fug ‘over, upon’ (cf. SA &8 «fwqy fawga ‘idem’)

The graphy S <> is based on exogenous adaptation (discussed under “z «g» Rv &
«®”). Since the words in (188)-(190) have SA cognates with g, their spelling with
3« can be interpreted either as a result of donor form-orientation or historically
motivated endogenous adaptation (see “G <g> RV & «v»”). In the following two
graphic words, which have no SA cognates, the graphy & «q> is analogical (see,
again, “G<@> Rv 3 «»»™):

o B ks

«qa% (Sa. 233 ) «@a% (HB 4))
ga§ ‘even’, intensifying particle

e, B ks

algrtythy (F¢ 6%) <algrtythy (HB 38)
l-gortita ‘little beast, prankster®”

164



GRAPH & «v>

This graph is used in MA graphy to mark two sounds: v and g. Not being part of
the SA alphabet, it was created by adding one dot to the two-dotted graph & <gp.
For reasons expounded in Sect. III.1., its unconnected (non-neutralized) shape is
expected to be < <vy when marking v and & <v, when marking g. This however,
has not been confirmed by the corpus: No occurrence for < «v marking a final
Vv has been recorded as this sound does not occur word-finally in MA. However,
in the Arabic transcription of the French word grave [grav] ‘serious’, ending in
[v], the shape is, as expected, the shallow-bowled fricative rasm: <l e «gravp
(TM 45 ). Contrary to expectations, in FB, the same rasm, is used consistently to
mark the word-final g, a plosive; see Form B in (177) under “& <g> Rv & «v»”. This
inconsistent usage is reflected in scholarly descriptions: Aguadé (2005: 246) gives
S Vv as marking Vv in 7ga., but according to Aguadé (2006: 255), the shape for
MA in general is < <v>.

b~ h

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (¢ <v> Rv & f)
See & «f> Rv & «v»

CRVESE RO

All possible positions / Restricted variation (2 <v> Rv G «q>)
See G+« RV 2 «v>

Ao ~ ko

All possible positions / Restricted variation (8 <v> Rv & <k>)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs mark the
sound g provided it is not a reflex of SA g. The graph & «v> is used as a result of
exogenous adaptation, while the principle underlying the use of <& <k> is that of
phonetically motivated endogenous adaptation (see under “z «& ~ < k). Het-
erograph pairs can be found for words with SA cognates, shown in (193), and
without them, exemplified in (194). This variation is expected to occur in the
word-final position as well.
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o B2 s

«val> (FB 71?%) kab (§D 202,))
gal ‘he said’ (cf. SA Jé«<qal> gala ‘idem’)

e, B2 s

(wal]mvan[h]> (FB 70%) «mkan[ty]> (N 87)
[u-l-Jmagan[a] magan([ti]
‘and the watch’ ‘my watch’

B~ K

All possible positions / Restricted variation (2 <v> Rv &£ «g»)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs mark g
provided it is not a reflex of SA g. Both are used in this function as a result of ex-
ogenous adaptation. Heterograph pairs can be found for words with SA cognates,
shown in (196), and without them, exemplified in (195) and (197).

(195) - .

<«va®> (FB 78) <gal> (TM 45'°)
ga§ ‘all’

1 2]
<tvwl (FB 70,) «agwh (TM 688)

dgul ‘you say, you tell’ (cf. SA Js& «tqwl> fagil” ‘idem’)

o, =

<fazvp (FB 6,) <fazg> (Rh. 142°)
fazag ‘wet’

o ~8p
All possible positions / Restricted variation (2 <v> Rv 8 «§)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs mark g, pro-
vided it is not a reflex of SA g. It is analogous to the variation between 2 «v> and S
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<@ discussed above. Both graphs are used in this function as a result of exogenous
adaptation. Heterograph pairs can be found for words with SA cognates, shown in
(199) and (200), and without them, illustrated in (198).

(198)
«vaf> (FB 65') «ga% (HB 4))
ga§ ‘even’, intensifying particle
o 2 A
<tvwl (FB 70,) (ka]tgwl (DK 25.)
dgul ‘you say’ [ka-]dgul ‘you are saying’
(cf. SA Js& «tqwb tagil' ‘you say, you are saying’)
(200) - .
dwvp (FB77,) «fw@> (HB 16%)
fug ‘over, upon’ (cf. SA 38 (fwq fawga ‘idem”)
GRAPH 4 <k>

ddo~g @

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (£ <k> Rv g )
See z <@ Rv < <k>

dko> ~E @

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (& <k> Rv £ %))
See ¢ «@ Rv d ko>

dko ~ G«

All possible positions / Restricted variation (¢ <k> Rv & «q»)
See G« Rv & <k>
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Sk ~ 8wy

All possible positions / Restricted variation (& <k> Rv & <v»)
See & «v> Rv & <k>

d ko> ~ Ky

All possible positions: Asymmetrical variation (& <k> Av < «5»)

This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which both graphs mark g, ir-
respective of its origin. In (201), it is a reflex of SA ¢, in (202) of g, while (203)
has no SA cognate. The graph <& k> (the strong variant) is used in this function
by virtue of phonetically motivated endogenous adaptation (see under “z g ~ &
&™), while the use of = g (the weak variant) is based on exogenous adaptation.

o e

<kab> (€D 202, ) «gal> (BB 45))
gal ‘he said’ (cf. SA J&«qal> gala ‘idem’)

v, B2 el

<dfknws> (Da. 99°%) «(a)lgnws> (Rh. 154°)
l2-gnus ‘peoples, nations®”
(Cf. SA susiall calgnwsy Pal-guniis” ‘kinds®")

w1822 Bl

mzawk> (HB 56") mzawg> (MX 135'%)
mzawag ‘imploring’

d k> ~ 2 p

All possible positions: Asymmetrical variation (£ <k> Av 8 )

This variation mirrors the preceding one: it manifests itself in graphic words in
which both graphs mark g, irrespective of its origin. In (204), it is a reflex of SA g,
in (206) of g, while (205) has no SA cognate. The graph < k> (the strong variant)
is used in this function by virtue of phonetically motivated endogenous adaptation
(see under “z @ ~ < &), while the use of = ¢ (the weak variant) is based on
exogenous adaptation.
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(204)
<kals> (¢D 1115) «gals> (HB 21")
galos ‘sitting’ (participle) (cf. SA o «galsy galis™ ‘idem”)
oy RS ]
<alkawryat) ({1B 42,) «al@awryaty ([1B 14,))
l-gawriyyat ‘foreign women®" (despective)
(206) . .
<zrk> (HB 16,) z[w]rd> (HB 12%)
zrag ‘blue’ z[u]rag ‘blue?”
(cf. SA Gl Azrgp Pazrag “blue’, G <zrgy> zurg™ ‘blueP”)
GRAPH & ()
K~ D

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (= ¢ Rv Z )

See z <3 Rv L%

tj(é),\,

Word-initially, word-medially/ Restricted variation (<X ¢ Rv £ )

¢ @

See ¢ «g» Rv L%

L gy ~ G«

All possible positions / Restricted variation (= ¢ Rv & «q)
See &« Rv <S¢y

S (é) ~2 A\ND

All possible positions / Restricted variation (< «g> Rv 2 <v»)
Seed o> RV (o)
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Ky ~d ko

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (= «g» Av? & <k>)
See & k> Av S <)

K~ @

All possible positions / Free variation (= & Fv £ )

This variation is one of the two instances of free variation which could be estab-
lished on the basis of the findings in the corpus. In contrast to the other one (s <&
Fv ¢ <y»), which is marginal, it is pervasive. Both graphs mark g, irrespective of
its origin: in (207), it is a reflex of SA ¢, in (208), a reflex of SA g, while (209) has
no SA cognate. Both are used by virtue of exogenous adaptation.

v BE, s

«gaflhy (XM 66, ) «gaflhy (1B 13))
gafla ‘caravan; a host of” (cf. SA 4G (qaflh gafila™ ‘caravan’)

(208) . -

agls> (MX 22'?) agls> (HB 10%)
glas “sit down!” (cf. SA walal <aglsy Piglis ‘idem”)

. S Ap

«drg> (TN 61') «drg> (HB 10°)
doarrag ‘hide!’ doarrag ‘he hid’'*
(The Sadda: <> in A was probably intended to be placed after L «».)

GRAPH £ ()

E@~z @

Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variation (2 <& Rv Z &)
See z «®» Rvi(®

136 The fact that Form A is an imperative and Form B a past form does not affect pronunciation
and can be disregarded here.
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S ~E @

{Word-initially, word-medially / Restricted variationf (2 <¢> Rv £ &)}
See ¢ @ Rvi(@

@ ~aq@

All possible positions / Restricted variation (5 <8 Rv G «»)
See &« RV S (@

2@~

All possible positions / Restricted variation (2 <> Rv 2 <«v>)
See d > RV (p)

2@ ~dko

All possible positions / Asymmetrical variation (inverse) (2 @ Av? & <ko)
See < <k> Av £ (>

L~
All possible positions / Free variation E @ Fv<E @)
See S g Fv i (g

GRAPH J <I>

Pseudo-variation

Jd Py
Word-initially: See | <a> Pv J <>

Word-medially: See ! <a> Pv J <>

S Pvid
Word-initially: See i <& Pv J <>

Word-medially: See | <& Pv J <I>
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GRAPH » <m»

p<mM> ~ O <>

Word-medially / Restricted variation (a <m> Rv & <n»)
This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs mark m
followed by b. It is marginal since only one heterograph pair could be composed:

e B ol

<kambw> (Sa. 237'%) <kanbw> (HB 24")
kambu ‘nitwit’

The graphy  «m» is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, while &
ny can be accounted for in terms of morphological graphy: The sound m is inter-
preted as resulting from the assimilation of n to b (bilabialization). In fact, that
n is part of the root is visible in the plural of this word: kwanab (not kwamab¥*).

Graphies with o > have also been recorded for borrowings which cannot
contain a morphological n because their source words are pronounced with m. For
instance, pumba ‘pump’ and f-frumba ‘water pump®” are spelt with o >; 4
bwnbhy (MX 41,) and 45,k caltrwnbhy (FB 70,), although their source words,
Spanish bomba and Italian tromba, are pronounced with m. In such cases, the
graphy o «ny is probably analogical: The speller is aware that m followed by b is
marked as ¢ > in some MA words (morphological principle) and uses this graphy
in words in which this graphy is not justified by morphology. The graph o <n> can
also be chosen under the influence of the graphy of SA words which are written
in this manner but pronounced with m, such as duzambir ‘December’ (Moroccan
SA), written s «dgnbr (cf. Wehr 1985: 1X).

GRAPH ¢ m»>

Oap ~ <

Word-finally / Restricted variation (& <n> Rv ) @)
See I <@ Rv g«

o> ~a<m>

Word-medially / Restricted variation (& <n> Rv a <m>)
See » am» Rv ¢ <>
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Pseudo-variation

S «a Py <a

Word-initially: See ) <a> Pv ¢ <n>

& a Py i <&

Word-initially: See | <& Pv & x>

GRAPH ¢ <h>

o <h> ~ V<@

Word-finally / Restricted variation (¢ <h> Rv | <a>)
See | <@ Rv e <h>

s <h> ~ 3 hy

All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (¢ <h> Rv 3 <h»)
This variation manifests itself in graphic words in which these graphs mark the
word-final a (see “! <a> Rv & " for discussion)'’.

o B A

<ylh> (Mu. 42.) dylh> (MH 37°)
lila ‘night’ (cf. SA 4l lylhy and 41! <lylh> layla“" ‘idem”)

e 0 s

bydh> (TN 56°) bydh> (Rh. 30'°)
bida ‘white® (cf. SA ¢bax (bydao» bayda? ‘idem”)

137 A phenomenon analogous to s <y> marking a instead of s &, its dotless variant, explainable
in terms of analogical graphy (see “s <& RV ¢ «y»”) has not been recorded for e <h> and & <h» in the
corpus, i.e. 3 <hy is never used to mark U instead of e <hy, its dotless variant.

173



(213) -

«gadyh> (MX 151") «gadyh> (TN 30,))
gadya ‘going to” (future marker)
(cf. SA e (gadyhy or 4l (gadyhy gadiya™ ‘becoming™)

The use of - <h> and 3 <h» to mark a is based on the SA practice (see a discussion of
5 <y in Sect. 1.3., point 4.e.), with necessary modifications required by MA mor-
phosyntax. Most MA feminine nouns end in a in the free state (i.e. without a geni-
tive attribute), e.g. lila ‘night’, with this sound being marked in various ways:
usually 3 <h> and = <hy, but also ! <a> or < <&. If such a noun is used in the construct
state (i.e. is followed by a genitive attribute), a is replaced by t (or, less often, t is
added to it), e.g. /ilt [-{id ‘the night of the feast’. As the corpus reveals, this op-
position between a and t is reflected on the graphic level: t is always marked as 3
v (in sporadic cases, < «ty, see “< <t> Rv & <hy”), never as e <h>'*, Hence, /ilt I-{id
is written 22 4L <lylh_alSyd>. This is the reason why the variation between » <h>
and & b is restricted, not asymmetrical.

Since some words, such as (213), cannot be used in the construct state, their
final » <h> and 3 < always mark a. This means that both graphs, having been
refunctionalized in this way within SA, can mark this sound irrespective of mor-
phological factors — albeit not in verbs or pronouns, cf. footnote 110). Conse-
quently, these two graphies are considered adoptive phonetic, based on general
donor graphy (and if there is a SA cognate spelt with e <h> or & <h, coincident with
the donor graphy) rather than relativized to the donor graphy (donor-oriented or
donor-defying).

o <h>~ 9w

Word-finally / Restricted variation (¢ <h> Rv 3 <w»)

This variation manifests itself, frequently, in graphic words in which these graphs
mark the pronoun -u ‘him, his; it™, its™ suffixed to nouns, verbs and prepositions.
The graphy = <hy is donor form-oriented — the cognate SA suffix -hu/-hi ‘idem’ is

138 Therefore, if a graphic word with a final » <hy which in a context-free position can be inter-
preted either as marking the nominal feminine suffix a or the suffixed pronoun ‘him, his; it™, its™” -h,
€.g. 4= <smyhy, interpretable either as smiyya ‘name’ or sommi-h ‘call him’, is followed immedi-
ately by a noun, this » <h> is more likely to be interpreted by native speakers as marking the suffixed
pronoun -h, rather than the feminine suffix -t. For example, s/ 42w <smyh_ahmd> is more likely to
be interpreted as sommi-h Hmad ‘call him Ahmad’ rather than smiyyt Hmad ‘the name of Ahmad’.
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marked in this way. The graphy s «w», which seems to be more frequent, espe-
cially with verbs, is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy. Examples:

e S0

<rash> (BB 90°) rasw> (HD 23%)
ras-u ‘his head” (cf. SA i <rdsh> ralsu-hu ‘idem’)

s

«qtlh> (BB 108,) «qtlw> (Mu. 38")
gatl-u ‘he/it™ killed him’ (cf. SA 1% «qtlh> gatala-hu ‘idem”)

(216) -

«ndh> (Mn. 41,) «ndw> (Mn. 43))
{oand-u ‘he has’, lit. “‘with him, at him’ (cf. SA e2ic (Sndh> {inda-hu ‘idem’)

Rarely, this variation manifests itself in graphic words ending in U which is not
this suffixed pronoun, for instance:

e

«(@)snh> (DK 30,)"* «(a)Snw> (TN 46')
asnu/Snu ‘what’

st

aaklh> (Mn. 87,) maklw> (MH 38)
naklu ‘we eat’!'4

In such cases, the reason for the graphy s <w» is the same as above, but » <h> has
to be explained as analogical: The speller is aware that  <h» can mark word-final
U in some words (donor form-orientation) and uses it in a word in which this is not
justified because the word-final U is not the suffixed pronoun ‘him, his; it™, its™!4!,

139 Recorded also by Hoogland (2013a: 71) as one of the ‘unique spellings’.

140 In both heterographs, the reading nakl-u ‘I eat it™, with u being the suffixed pronoun — is
ruled out by context.

141" An alternative, morphological and historical, interpretation of the use of = <h» in (217) could
be based on the fact that the interrogative aSnu/Snu is a result of the fusion of the interrogative a$
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Variation between » <h> and s <w> has not been recorded in the corpus word-
medially although the morpheme u ‘him, his; it™, its™” does occur in this position,
in most cases, as a result of suffixing the negational -3. In such situations, U is
always marked phonetically, as s «<w». For instance, ma n{oml-u-§ ‘I don’t do it™
is spelt Ui slazi e ¢ma_nSmlws> (BT 1327), not *Uigkers s ¢qma_nSmlhs>.

o <hy ~ ¢ <&

All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (¢ <h> Rv ¢ &)
This variation manifests itself, rather rarely, in graphic words in which these
graphs are used to mark the word-final a. Examples:

-, o

1]ytamh> (TN 53, ) <ytama> (B 9,)
[I-]itama ‘orphans®"” itama ‘orphans’
(cf. SA Y <ytamay yatama ‘idem’)

o B o

bSdh (BB 75%) bSda> (Rh. 157,)
bafda ‘already; first’

In (219), for which a SA cognate exists, the graphy in Form A is donor form-defy-
ing, while that in Form B is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy and,
additionally, coincident with the donor graphy. In (220), which has no SA cognate,
both graphies are adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy.

Pseudo-variation

s < Pv ¢ <y>

Word-finally
This inter-variety pseudo-variation occurs, marginally, in graphic words which
end in i and have SA cognates with a final h, marked as » <h>'*>, The graphy ¢ <y>

and the pronoun Auiwa ‘he, it’, with an ‘n-extension’ (cf. Heath 2002: 477-478, where as-n huwa is
adduced, among other forms). It is, however, unlikely that the speller using the graphy = <h> should
have this structure in mind.

142 Cf. Heath (2002: 180) on the loss of the final h in MA.
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marking i is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, while » <h> is donor
form-oriented. Examples:

- B2 e

chdh> (BB 159,) chdy> (BB 914
hadi ‘this one® (cf. SA »3» <hdhy hadihi ‘idem’)

s o

«£2h> (FL 144%) (1]f2y> (FL 144%)
fPi [l2-1f7i
‘expert in Islamic law, ‘idem®"

Quranic school teacher’
(cf. SA 48 «fqyh> faqih*" ‘expert in Islamic law”)

GRAPH ? h»

The functions of this graph, which occurs only in the word-final position, are dis-
cussed under “= <h> Rv 3 <h»”; cf. also Sect. 1.3, point 4.e¢.

5 hy ~) <

All possible positions (Word-finally) / Restricted variation (¢ <h> Rv ) <a>)
See I <a> Rv 5

by~

All possible positions (Word-finally) / Restricted variation (¢ <h> Rv < «t>)
See < «t> Rv 3 <h»y

5 hy ~o <h>

All possible positions (Word-finally) / Restricted variation (3 <h> Rv ¢ <h>)
See » <h> Rv 3 by

143 See Sect. I1.2. for explanation of the use of parentheses, irrelevant in this case.
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5 (hy ~ ¢ <@

All possible positions (Word-finally) / Restricted variation (¢ <h> Rv ¢ @)
This variation manifests itself in graphic words representing nouns, adjectives

or adverbs, with the exclusion of verbs and pronouns

14 in which these graphs

mark a word-final a. Both graphies are adoptive phonetic, based on general donor
graphy (within which 3 <h» has been refunctionalized to mark this vowel). In (223)
and (224), graphic words with no SA cognates are exemplified.

. Bl ke

(224)

«§zarh> (Sa. 213°) «Szard> (HB ?63)
{zara ‘bachelors’

bSdh> (Mn. 45%) bSda> (Rh. 157))
bafda ‘already; first’

If the word has a SA cognate spelt with 3 by, as exemplified in (225) and (226),
the graphy < <& is donor form-defying. If the SA cognate is spelt with & <>, as in
(227), it is & <h» that is based on this spelling principle.

(225)

(226)

(227)

<[fa]lg*h'-w?h> (Mm. 119,) (wllghwa> (Mu. 37 ,)
[/2-1i-gohwa ‘[in] the café’ [u-]/-gahwa ‘[and] the café’
(cf. SA 358 calghwhy Pal-gahwa" ‘coffee; café®”)

<aldrwbh> (FB 78%) aldrwba> (Rh. 1987)

d-druba ‘small streets®"”

(cf., for instance, 4e sl calsbwShy Pas-subii§a ‘predatory animals®’!4%)

callwlh> (Rh. 148,) callwléd> (B 12.)
I-liwwla “first” © (cf. SA A sY) aldwlay Pal-2ila ‘idem’)

44 For an isolated case of a verb written with the word-final & <h», see footnote 110.
145 See example (60) in this chapter for explanation of referring to the morphological cognacy.
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GRAPH s «w»

SW ~ 1 <&

Word-initially / Restricted variation (s <w> Rv | &)
See 1 <& RV 5w

Sw ~o<h»

Word-finally / Restricted variation (3 «w> Rv o <h»)
See o <> Rv 5 w146

3 W> ~ 5 W>

Word-medially / Restricted variation (3 «w> Rv 3 «W»)

This variation manifests itself, rather rarely, in graphic words in which these two
graphs mark u or w corresponding to ? in SA cognates spelt with 3 «w». The varia-
tion is restricted, not asymmetrical, because s «<w»> cannot be substituted for 3 «w>
in graphic words, usually representing borrowings from SA, in which the latter
graph marks ?: For example, su?al ‘question’ is consistently written J) s «swaly,
not *J) s« <swaly. The graphy s «<w> marking u or w is adoptive phonetic, based on
general donor graphy, while 5 «<W» is donor form-oriented. Example:

o A sl

<almwmnyny (MH 20'%) <almwmnyny> (MH 26°)
[-mumnin ‘believers™ (cf. SA (uieasall calmwmnyny al-mu?minin® ‘idem®"”)

Although it cannot be ruled out that the pronunciation of B intended by the speller
was the donor-oriented pronunciation with 2, i.e. l-mu?minin, it seems justified to
assume that in this and similar cases, the graphy with 3 <> also allows the more
colloquial pronunciation I-mumnin.

146 A possible but not recorded restricted word-medial variation between s «w» and o <h> is
briefly discussed there.
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Pseudo-variation

Sw Py i <&

Word-initially: See | <& Pv s «w»

Sw Pvid

Word-medially: See 1 <& Pv s «w»

GRAPH 35 wW»

In the corpus, the graph 3 <w» is recorded only in the word-medial position. How-
ever, it has been described by other scholars (Hoogland 2013a: 71; Mion 2014:
193) as marking the conjunction W-/u- ‘and’ in Ami. (not included in the corpus),
a function in which this graph occurs word-initially.

30~ &

Word-medially / Restricted variation (s <#» Rv | <&)
See | <& RV 5 ¥»

3 ~ 9w

Word-medially / Restricted variation (3 «w> Rv 3 «w»)
See 5 w> Rv 3 oW

3w ~ 5 <y> and 3 «<W> ~ £ <0>

These two variations can be expected in graphic words representing borrowings
from SA that have retained ? in MA pronunciation. Since such graphic words are
infrequent, these variations would be marginal.

{Word-medially / Restricted variation (3 <> Rv i <)}

For graphic words such as J 53« (mswwl» mas?ul ‘responsible’ (Mu. 7,) oriw sie
anyywshy maylusa (Rh. 163'°) ‘desperate”, heterographs with & 9>, viz. J s
amsywl and 453 (mywwshy, can be expected on the basis of the occurrence of
such forms in written Moroccan SA.
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{Word-medially / Restricted variation (3 <> Rv & «0>)}

For graphic words such as <530 altwwf r-raluf ‘compassionate®” (part of
a proper name) (XM 148%) or <532 «dWwb> da?ub ‘tireless, persevering’ (Rh. 119,),
heterographs with ¢ <0, viz. <3¢ )l <alrowf> and <=2 «dowby, can be expected on
the basis of the occurrence of such forms in written Moroccan SA.

GRAPH ¢ &>

The graph <& occurs only word-finally.

¢ <&@ ~ V@

All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (s <a> Rv ) <)
See | @ Rv ¢ @

¢ &~ &

{All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (s <& Rv | &)
See | <& Rv s @

& <&@ ~ o <>

All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (s <& Rv @ <h>)

See » <h> RV s <@

¢ <@~ b <M

All possible positions (word-finally) / Restricted variation (s <& Rv 3 d»)
See 3 (> Rv s <&

G @~ gy

All possible positions (word-finally) / Free variation (s <& Fv ¢ <y»)
This very specific variation manifests itself, marginally, in two situations: (i) when
these graphs are used to mark a word-final a or i/y and (ii) regularly but in only
one source and one abstract graphic word, when they mark no sound.

As for the first situation, the use of & <a> and « «y> to mark a or i/y is adop-
tive phonetic, based on general donor graphy. However, while marking i/y is the
typical function of ¢ «y> in general SA, Moroccan SA and MA, this is not the case
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with ¢ <&, which is used in this way only by some spellers. For instance, SA fi
‘in’, apart from having the graphic form & «fy», can also be written & «f&>. This
practice, known “in many regions” (Badawi et al. 2004: 15, 20), is especially
widely used in Egypt — for both Egyptian SA and EA — where « <& used in this
way is referred to as al-ya? al-misriyya ‘Egyptian ya?’ (as opposed to al-ya? al-
Samiyya ‘Levantine ya?, i.e. ¢ <y> marking i) (cf. also footnote 23 on its name).
The corpus reveals that the extent of this practice in MA is marginal: Only two
such graphies have been recorded. They are shown as Forms A in (229) and (230).

-, el

al§la> (TN 45%) (wlal§ly> (TN 45%)

§-8li ‘chairs®" [u-]3-8li ‘[and] chairs®"
e ad

«tkm&> (BT 68") «tkmy> (MH 17°)

tokmi ‘you smoke’

Apart from these two graphic words, i is consistently marked as s <y> and perhaps
the two cases should be treated as misprints. However, since this graphy can also
be found, albeit sporadically, in Moroccan SA texts, it is possible to claim that
these forms are a sign of a spelling tendency which has not penetrated into the
corpus substantially. In other words, although on the abstract level < <& can be
used instead of the word-final ¢ <y> in any graphic word, it is only exceptionally
put into practice on the level of actual graphic words.

If the use of s <&> instead of s «y> to mark i/y in MA is not quite clear, the use
of s <y> instead « <& to mark a is even more so: Consider the following pairs that
have been chosen out of a dozen established on the basis of occurrences recorded
in the corpus:

S J"La.'d i
(231) ..
<alnsard> (QQ 49%) <alnsary> (Rh. 169.)
n-nsara ‘Christians, Westerners®” (cf. SA =il <alnsard» Pan-nasara
‘idem’)

&

232) &

am$d (Mu. 14%) ansy> (Rh. 168,)
m3a ‘he/it™ went’ (cf. SA e (m8d> masa ‘idem’)
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(233) L’L ‘..flf

<yla> (DK 8.) <yly> (TN 533)
ila ‘if”

The graphy < <& is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, in (231)
and (232), additionally, coincident with the donor graphy, but the reason behind
the use of s «y» is not obvious. It mirrors a phenomenon observed in SA, where
¢ <y> at times marks the long final @ — a spelling which, strictly speaking, is an
orthographic error'*’. The reason behind it seems to be analogical graphy: The
speller is aware that s <& and ¢ <y> are mutually substitutable in some words
word-finally and uses s <y» in a word in which there is no sound that would justify
this. However, this analogy-based explanation is not very convincing in the case
of MA graphy, in which the basis for the analogy is weak: What should induce
spellers to use ¢ <y»> instead of < & for marking a, if < <& is not very often used
instead of s «y> for marking i, remains an open question.

The second situation distinguished at the beginning of the section devoted to
the present variation is a particular case too. It manifests itself in graphic words
representing the preposition f- ‘in’, which means that these graphs mark no sound.
Example:

o =

<& _gybw> (Rh. 72°) dy_gybw ) (MX 130,)
f~zib-u “in his pocket’
(cf. SA4xa &y gybhy and 4u> & «f4_gybh > fi gaybi-hi ‘idem’)

The graphy < <& in this function has been recorded in one source only, RA., but
is used quite consistently there. The graphy s <y», by contrast, is frequent in other
sources'. Both graphies are clearly donor form-oriented.

147 Badawi et al. (2004: 20) regard it as one of the “many typographical inconsistencies” in modern
SA graphy which indicate that the system is still unstable. Buckwalter (2004: 32) observes this phenome-
non in Arabic newswire texts and says that “[i]t is not entirely clear whether these “dotted” alif magsura’s
were produced by human typists or by an encoding conversion process gone awry”. He proposes the
following explanation: “It is possible that the original keyboarding was done on a platform where word-
final ya’ [¢s <y> — M.M.] and alif magsura [s <& — M.M.] are displayed via visually identical “un-dotted”
glyphs, so it makes no difference which of the two keys the typist presses on the keyboard: both produce
the same visual display, but are stored electronically as two different characters”. It should be added that
on some electronical devices, e.g. some mobile phones, the graph s <&» is entered indirectly, by selecting
it from a list opened through the key ¢ «y», which makes it more time-consuming to type than ¢s <y>. This
obviously does not explain why this phenomenon occurs in printed literary texts and news texts.

' Apart from these two graphies, this preposition is usually written as < <f» followed by
a space or 4 «f connected to a following word.
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GRAPH ¢ «y»

G <Y~ ) <>

Word-initially / Restricted variation (g <y> Rv ) <a)
See ) «@ Rv ¢ <y>

Word-medially / Restricted variation (¢ <y> Rv ! <a>)
See ) «@ Rv ¢ <y>

Word-finally / Restricted variation (g <y> Rv ) <@>)
See ) «@ Rv ¢ <y>

s ~1@

Word-initially / Restricted variation (s <y> Rv ! @)
See l <@ Rv ¢ «p»

Word-medially / Restricted variation (¢ <y> Rv | <@)
See l«@ Rv ¢ «p»

Gy~ § <@

All possible positions (word-finally) / Free variation (s <y> FV ¢ <@)
See s @ Fv ¢ >

sy~

All possible positions (word-medially, word-finally) / Restricted variation
(¢ > RV &5 )

This variation manifests itself in graphic words representing words that have SA
cognates with ? spelt as & «y» to which i or y corresponds in MA. The graphy s <y»
is adoptive phonetic, based on general donor graphy, while & <y» is donor form-
oriented. Examples:
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- b

gyt (TM 9') «gyt> (BB 437)
zit ‘I came’ (cf. SA < «gyty giZtu ‘idem’)

(236) -

«daymay (Ba. 71,) «daymay (Rh. 79,)'*
daymon ‘always’ (cf. SA Wil «daymay daliman ‘idem’)

Word-finally, this variation is marginal as it is manifested in one heterograph pair
only (note that ¢ <y» does not mirror the SA graphy faithfully):

-, S

<had_alSy> (4¢33,) <had_alsy> (DK 22))
had §-3i ‘this’, lit. ‘this thing®"
(cf. SA ¢~ 12 <hda aldyo» hada §-Say? ‘this thing®")

The variation is restricted for the following reasons: Some graphic words with s
«» are likely to have been intended by the spellers to have a pronunciation with 2,
i.e. that of borrowings from SA with a meaning different from their MA cognates.
For instance, the graphic words 5@ <alqarys (Rh. 94,) and (->\&S katfagy> (Rh.
99?) seem to have been intended to be pronounced /-gara? and ka-tfaza? and mean
‘reader®™ and ‘you surprise’, respectively, rather than gari and ka-tfazi, which
mean ‘educated, having learned; having read’ and “you console’. Such examples
suggesting that the pair s <y> and & <§» can be meaning-differentiating are, how-
ever, scanty. Finally, there are examples in which only ? can be pronounced and
only & <> can be written, for instance, /-yi?s ‘despair’, spelt ol <alyys> (Rh.
201'), cannot be spelt *uaudl <alyyss.

Pseudo-variation

¢ <y Pve<hy

Word-finally: See o <h> Pv s <y>

149" Although Form B, written with s <>, can be pronounced in the SA-oriented way da?iman,
i.e. with 2, this does not rule out the pronunciation dayman.
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GRAPH &

This graph occurs only word-medially and word-finally.

&<~ &

Word-medially / Restricted variation (i <§> Rv i &)
See | & RV s >

{Word-finally / Restricted variation (s <» Rv | &)}
See | & RV s >

&P~ 5w

{Word-medially / Restricted variation (i <y> Rv 3 <W»>)}
See 5 Wy Rv 5 «<{»

B~y

Word-medially / Restricted variation (& <y» Rv ¢ <y»)
See s <y> Rv 5 (p»

Word-finally / Restricted variation (i <y> Rv ¢ <y»)
See ¢ <y> RV 5 P>

5 y> ~ $ <0>

Word-medially / Restricted variation (& «y> Rv # <05)
This variation manifests itself, marginally, in graphic words representing borrow-
ings from SA in which these graphs mark 7. Examples:

-, 58 Pt

<[kan]tsayl> (RA. 148") [a]tsaol> (Rh. 187%)

[ka-naltsalal ‘1 wonder’ [t2]tsa?al “you wonder’

(cf. SA Jslusii entsaol> natasa?al' “we wonder” and Jsu <ttsaol> fatasaral”
‘you wonder’)
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- B s

chad§hy (Rh. 132%) dead'othy (MX 13712)
had?a ‘calm® (cf. SA 233 <hadyh> hadi?a™ ‘idem”)

In (238), the graphy « <0> is donor form-oriented. The graphy & «y> seems to be
donor form-defying at first glance but can also be interpreted as donor principle-
oriented: If so, it is a result of applying to MA phonetic content the SA ortho-
graphic principle according to which ? preceded by @ and followed by i is marked
as & «y» (with MA 2 being treated as i). In (239), the situation is different: s > is
donor form-oriented, while ¢ <o> is donor form-defying (as it cannot be justified
by the donor-graphy or any SA orthographic principle).

GRAPH ¢ <0>

This graph occurs only word-medially and word-finally.

£ o> ~ 1<

{Word-finally / restricted variation (s <0> Rv | <&}
See | <@ RV ¢ <0»

£ <0> ~ 3 <W»

{Word-medially / Restricted variation (s <0> Rv 3 <w>)}
See 3 «<W» Rv ¢ <0>

£ 0>~ & <P

Word-medially / Restricted variation (s <0> Rv & )
See 5 < Rv ¢ <0>

VI.2. Discussion
By identifying heterograph pairs and the variants of particular graphs as well as
spelling principles underlying particular graphies in the previous section, ques-

tions (1) and (2) formulated in the introduction to this book, concerning elements
showing variation and reasons for it, were answered as far as its qualitative type is
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concerned. In what follows, questions (3) and (4) will be approached: that about
qualitative invariants and phonetic ambiguity. Next, the second axis of this study
indicated in the introduction will be addressed, by enumerating and discussing
different types of variants of particular graphs and establishing a list of MA graph-
emes with their allographs.

VI.2.1. Qualitative invariants

Once all graphs affected by variation and those which have no variants have been
identified, it becomes possible to determine which MA graphic words are qualita-
tive invariants, i.e. have no qualitative variational heterographs, not only as re-
vealed by the corpus but also as can be predicted. First, graphic words composed
solely of graphs which have no variants, i.e. z dp, & <, U<, G <8 and g O, can
be safely considered qualitative invariants. Examples:

Jie (€5 §a8S ‘nest’,

& & Srdy sra¢ ‘religious law, shariah’,
e (§8n (Sor ‘ten’,

z % Srhy Srah ‘he explained’,

A% (8xn> Sxar ‘he snored’,

A <S> rass ‘he sprinkled’,

o~ <ho harr “free’

AA &rxn xarxar ‘he rattled’.

The list of qualitative invariants is not limited to such graphic words. It can be
claimed that it also includes graphic words representing any phonetic word which
fulfils all of the following conditions:

a. it contains no emphatics and has no lexical SA cognates with emphatics, except
for emphatics that have no special graphs in SA: b, r, / and m,

b. it contains no lexical SA cognates with interdental fricatives,
c.itcontainsnog, p, f, g orv,

d. it does not end in vowels, especially a (except for verbs ending in -U marking
the plural),

e. it does not begin in a vowel or semivowel nor is a result of graphic prefixation.
Thus, qualitative invariants include, for instance:

<US <ktab> ktab ‘book’,

daly «aragly razal ‘man’,
a8 e (§bd alkrym» $2bd al-krim, a male given name.
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Admittedly, one can imagine that one comes across graphic words with analogi-
cal graphies which can appear to be possible heterographs of such graphic words,
viz. *ES <ktaby> for ktab or *x~ S de (Sbd alkrym for $2bd al-krim. Such forms,
however, should be considered special cases due to their irregular and marginal
character.

A qualitative invariant can show other types of variational heterography:
quantitative, e.g. <l <aktaby, >, «gb, or linear, e.g. ~ Slue «Cbdalkrym,
respectively. Words which have no qualitative, quantitative or linear heterographs
are absolute graphic invariants. Identifying them will be possible once quantita-
tive and linear heterography has been described in real texts.

VI1.2.2. Phonetic ambiguity of graphs

In many cases, variation is related to the phonetic ambiguity of graphs. A strict
view on phonetic ambiguity is taken here, in which only graphs used on the ba-
sis of the phonetic principle are taken into consideration, with the exclusion of
graphies based on the morphological principle, analogical graphy and the prin-
ciple of donor-orientation'®. Graphs which the corpus has revealed to be phoneti-
cally ambiguous are listed below with the sounds they mark.

I <> a,ui 2y
(R%H a,u,i 2
[REN a, 2a (word-medially)
V@ Ly

< <b> b,b,p
@ Z9

2« r, r

<D 7,z

€@ &9

<> f,q,v

S <« 4.9

ERATD Vv, (

EIR{S K, g

Jd<b I,/

150 Tf the non-phonetic functions of graphs, i.e. those based on the morphological principle (e.g.
< <ty marking d, 7 and ¢) or the principle of donor-orientation (e.g. < <t> and < <t» marking ¢, 2 <d>
marking d, o+ <s» marking s), were also taken in to consideration, the number of graphs character-
ized by ambiguity, which in this case would be functional, would be higher. The graphs ! <a> and |
<@ are special in this respect because apart from being phonetically ambiguous, they also have non-
phonetic functions (signalling clusters and pseudo-clusters).
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a > m, m

s <h> h, a (word-finally), u (word-finally)
8 <y t,a

5 (W u, w

@<y i, Yy, a (word-finally)

Thus, out of a total 42 graphs, 19, i.e. nearly half, are phonetically ambiguous.
However, some graphies responsible for the phonetic ambiguity are marginal. This
is the case of ¢ <& marking g, 4 <> marking ¢ and ¢ <y> marking a word-finally.

In some cases, phonetic ambiguity occurs only in particular positions in the
graphic word. For example, the phonetic function of | (3 is indeterminate when
this graph is considered out of context, but within a graphic word it is determin-
able as marking a word-initially and ?a word-medially. Similarly, ¢ <h> is phoneti-
cally ambiguous when used word-finally, but word-initially and word-medially it
always marks h.

Efforts to remedy the undesirable feature of the phonetic ambiguity of some
graphs have been undertaken by some spellers. They consist in using, with greater
or lesser consistency, special univocal graphs introduced by way of exogenous
adaptation: < «p> for p, L &, £« and & «v> for g as well as & <v> for v (paradoxi-
cally, & (v itself turns out to be phonetically ambiguous). On the other hand, no
attempts have been observed in the corpus to introduce special graphs that would
reflect the difference between plain (non-pharyngealized) and emphatic (pharyn-
gealized) sounds: In all sources, < <b> marks both 4 and b, _ «» marks both r and
r, 3 <z> marks both z and z, J <[> marks both | and /, and » «<m> marks both m and m.
The reason seems to be that if there are any minimal pairs showing that some of
these pairs of sounds are bound by phonological opposition, they are so rare that
marking this in writing is superfluous from the practical point of view'*'.

VI1.2.3. Variants and graphemes in Written Moroccan Arabic

A complete inventory of variants of a graph would be composed of its free vari-
ants, asymmetrical variants, restricted variants and pseudo-variants. This is ex-
emplified in Table 3 for ! <a), the graph with the highest number of variants, as an
example (i = word-initially; m = word-medially; f = word-finally; ~ = marginal
variation; expected variants are not indicated).

151 Proposals for distinguishing graphically at least some of these sounds can be, however,
found in scholarly literature. For instance, al-Midlaw1 (2001: 168-169) proposes using Arabic letters
modified by the addition of three dots for marking emphatic sounds such as r, z and Z, while Durand
(2004: 52) uses a similar method (addition of three dots or a superscript hamza) to mark r, z and m.

190



Table 3. Variants of the graph ! «a»

I cay @ [ T@ [ @ [ad [ db |om | ody | 3dy | @ | s

Asymmetrical . . .

4 if i im
variants ‘
Restricted i, m,

. m m f~ f f f
variants f~
Pseudo-variants i, m i,m i

Giving such complete sets for each graph would certainly show the complexity
of the MA graphic system tellingly but it seems that it would not be very illu-
minating regarding its structure, while taking up too much space. Let us instead
take a look at a different type of data emerging from the analysis. The number of
variations identified is 101 (without counting expected variations), and includes:
2 free variations, 10 asymmetrical variations and 89 restricted variations. 10 pseu-
do-variations have been identified: 6 of the intra-variety type and 4 of the inter-
variety type. Five graphs show no variation at all.

Frequent variations should be distinguished from marginal ones. For in-
stance, the free variation between < (g» and & «@) is very frequent, while the
other one, between « <@ and ¢ <y> is marginal. All asymmetrical variations are
frequent. Out of restricted variations, 75 are frequent, while 14 are marginal.
Thus, apart from the special case of ¢ <& Fv ¢ «y», all instances of marginal
variation belong to restricted variation. This means that asymmetrical variation
and, to a lesser extent, free variation, are relations very well represented in the
corpus, and this stability can be interpreted as proving that choosing them as
a criterion for classifying two graphs into one grapheme is a right decision, in
contrast to restricted variation, which may manifest itself in very few instances
for some pairs of graphs.

In what follows, the variants of each variation type are listed separately for
each graph. In parallel to this, particular variations are discussed in the light of
the criterion proposed at the end of Sect. I11.2.2.2. Finally, a list of MA graphemes
with their allographs will be established.

1. Free variation. There is only one pair of graphs bound by free variation which
is not marginal: = <& Fv X «g. It manifests itself in all positions. There is no doubt
that these two graphs can be classified into one grapheme. Neither of them can be
considered the basic allograph. The former, however, is used in several sources
included in the corpus, while the use of the latter has been recorded in two only
(HB and DK).
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The other pair of graphs considered to be bound by free variation is s <&> and
& <y>. It manifests itself word-finally, i.e. in all possible positions in which s <&
can occur. However, since it is represented by very few pairs of actual graphic
words, it is considered marginal. Consequently, the two graphs are not classified
into one grapheme.

2. Asymmetrical variation. In most cases, this variation manifests itself in all
positions or, in one case, | <@, in all possible positions (word-initially and word-
medially). In addition, no pair bound by asymmetrical variation is marginal. All
this points to its regular and structural character. Any two graphs bound by it, as
listed below, are classified into one grapheme.

REN Av @
<« Av <>
S e Av S
2y Av Sy
oa«d  Av L@
dd>  Av S
k> Av S 24esS

In asymmetrical variation, the strong variant is the basic allograph and the weak
one — the non-basic allograph. It is conspicuous that except for the pair o= «<d> Av
L (7, the strong variants are graphically less complex than the weak ones, i.e. they
are bare rasms, in contrast to rasms modified by the addition of a hamza sign, dots
or strokes. This allows us to formulate the following generalization regarding the
nature of a part of the domain of qualitative variation: Bare rasms are able to be
substituted for graphically complex forms, but not always vice versa.

Graphs bound by asymmetrical variation manifesting itself only in some po-
sitions are not necessarily classified into one grapheme. These are the following
pairs:

la@ AV &, word-initially, word-finally
I <a> Av I @, word-initially
I  Av 1@, word-initially

As far as these pairs are concerned, situations in which the strong variant cannot
be substituted for the weak one in a given position are fairly rare. In other words,
their variability is much stronger than their distinctive potential. The latter, how-
ever, cannot be ignored.
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3. No variation. Graphs that show no variation are five: z <, z <, J @, G,
¢ «O. Each of them is placed into a separate grapheme, with no allographs. Their
invariance is closely related to the fact that, apart from _ «, they are phonetically
univocal. As for L «n, it is phonetically ambiguous, marking both plain (non-
pharyngealized) r and emphatic (pharyngealized) r, two sounds out of which each
has the status of a phoneme (Kjamilev 1968: 24; Aguadé 2003: 78). However,
since the distinctive potential of this pair manifests itself in a very limited number
of words, the spellers do not feel the need to reflect it in writing.

4. Restricted variation, the most frequent type of variation, binds many pairs of
graphs. Exemplified and described in detail in the preceding sections, its particu-
lar pairs are represented synthetically in the following tables, this time without
cross-referencing, i.e. every restricted variation is indicated for every graph sepa-
rately. The plus sign + means variations manifesting themselves (comparatively)
frequently. The tilde ~ marks marginal variations. (Expected variations are indi-
cated, as {}, only for variations manifesting themselves in all positions.)

)@ RN Rt O« o <hy 5 hy S @ TR
word-initially +
word-medially + + +

word-finally ~ + + + ~

(RS R [R¢:1) V@ 3<W> 30 ZR%
word-initially + +
word-medially + + ~ ~

word-finally

e RN [R%:1S

word-medially + +

<@ (RE:NS Sy
word-initially + +
word-medially +

Sty 2« Lty 5 hy
word-initially + ~

word-medially ~ ~
word-finally {3 +
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T

A«

BRVANS

S

SERUS

w2«

bt

194

L

word-medially

4 ky S @
word-initially ~ + ~
word-medially {3 + ~

Sty U=«
word-initially + +
word-medially ~ +

word-finally +
BEREN
word-finally ~ |
BEREN
word-initially +
word-medially +
word-finally {3
BEVAS L <Sy
word-initially +
word-medially +
word-finally ~ {3
2> Lt
word-initially +
word-medially +
word-finally + ~
S &S s b
word-initially ~
word-medially ~ ~
word-finally {3 ~ ~




b L

word-finally | ~ |

& @ o P

word-initially ~ ~

word-medially ~ ~

< <> ERGH

word-initially ~

word-medially ~

word-finally ~

LR P S« LR
word-initially ~ {3 +
word-medially ~ ~ +
word-finally ~ {3
S« i ERAH ko <o LN
word-initially {3 + + + +
word-medially ~ + + +
word-finally {3 + + +
ERS i S« 4 do <o LT
word-initially + + + +
word-medially + + + +
word-finally + { +
d ks @ & @ S@ LR
word-initially ~ ~ + +
word-medially { ~ + +
word-finally + {
K igy: z @ & @ S@ LR
word-initially + ~ + +
word-medially + ~ + +
word-finally + +
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e

A am:

O a:

o <hy:

5 (e

3 W

& <@

¢ <y

196

T 3« LR
word-initially ~ + +
word-medially ~ + +
word-finally + +
Oy
word-medially ~
(REN A <
word-medially ~
word-finally ~
[REN s 5 <W> S <@
word-finally + + + ~
(REN S o <hy TREN
word-finally + + + +
[REN s <hy 3<W
word-initially +
word-medially ~
word-finally +
[REN 3 <W)
word-medially ~ ~
[R%N s <hy s o
word-finally + ~ +
I <ay [REN &<y
word-initially + +
word-medially + + +
word-finally ~ ~
[REN &Sy £ <0>
word-medially ~ + ~

word-finally




£ <0>: &<

| word-medially | ~ |

The most general observation conerning this type of variation is that it is the
most pervasive one. It affects 32 graphs out of a total of 42, i.e. more than 75 per
cent. It is also responsible for much of the irregularity of MA graphy: It is here
where marginal variations usually occur and expected forms abound. Four areas
of a dense grid of restricted variation, due to the intersection of various spelling
principles, can be observed:

(1)) <@, | &, 1 <& and ) <@, i.e. graphs with their rasms based on the 2alif;
used word-initially for marking word-initial vowels or acting as pseudo-prothesis
signalling clusters and pseudo-clusters.

(2) ) @, | &, » <hy, 3 > and s @, used word-finally to mark word-final a.

(3) & @, & @, 3,8 v, ddo, L@ and £ @ used to mark g.

@) @, @, 5w, 3, & <, & <, = 0> marking ? or sounds correspond-
ing to it in MA or merely copying the donor graphy.

The grid of relations between graphs bound by restricted variation is consid-
erably less ordered in comparison with asymmetrical and free variations. Unlike
these two variations, restricted variation does not presuppose transitivity: For in-
stance, the fact that & <> Rv & <k> and < <k> Rv ¢ «@> does not necessarily mean
that G «g> Rv ¢ «@>. Many graphs bound by restricted variation also occur in pairs
of graphic words in which they differentiate meanings context-independently, e.g.
&<« and & <k>. In many cases, variation is secondary while opposition is the pri-
mary relation. This harmonizes with the assumption made in Sect. 111.2.2.2. that
two graphs bound by restricted variation are not necessarily classified into one
grapheme.

Graphs that have only restricted variants, i.e. no free or asymmetrical variants,
€.0. = (), U= <$> Or ¢ <, are placed in separate graphemes, with no allographs.

5. Pseudo-variation. Below, a list of pairs bound by pseudo-variation which have
been identified in the corpus is given.

1. Intra-variety pseudo-variation.

I <@ Pv < «ty, word-initially, word-medially

I <@ Pv J <I), word-initially, word-medially

I <@ Pv © <y, word-initially

i <@ Pv < «t», word-initially

i <& Pv J >, word-initially

i & PV & v, word-initially
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2. Inter-variety pseudo-variation.
I <@ Pv J «I, word-medially

I <& Pv J Iy, word-medially

1 <&@ PV 5 <w», word-medially

s <h> Pv ¢ <y», word-finally

Intra-variety pseudo-variation manifests itself mostly in graphic words in which !
<@ or | <& are used to signal clusters and pseudo-clusters word-initially as pseudo-
prothesis or to signal its remnant word-medially, as opposed to the graphs < b, J
<I>and o >, which are morphological graphies of the definite article, preposition
l(2)- ‘to, for’ or verbal affixes t- and n-. As for inter-variety pseudo-variation, it
results, in most cases, from using | <@, | &, 1 <@ and » <h> as donor form-oriented
graphies, as opposed to the self-oriented phonetic graphies d <I> for I, 5 «w» for
and ¢ <y> fori.

The fact that two graphs are bound by pseudo-variation does not entail clas-
sifying them into one grapheme.

6. Graphemes. Following the proposed criterion, an inventory of 34 MA graph-
emes has been arrived at, listed below (a basic allograph is given first, non-basic
allographs are given after the colon):

[REISRRE: U= (S ddo: L, 8@
(REH ISR Jdb
(R EERTH 2 am>
< by 2 va B @ O <
Sy S Lt s
T g O s
z &< 3<W)
z X, << KRS
J«d>: 2y 3 «f> S @
BRIS) <« &<y
BRVAS LR R
& <0>

Contrary to our initial expectations, graphs which are members of each of the
following pairs: | <@ ~ | @, | <@ ~ T <@, & > ~ 5 >, o <> ~ 5 <y, § <F> ~ 5 <> and
s <@ ~ ¢ <y> have been classified into different graphemes. The reasons for this
are discussed in detail in respective places. As far as | <&, | <& and s <> are con-
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cerned, these graphs have turned out not only to function as donor form-oriented
graphies for vowels but also to mark 7, a sound counted amoung MA phonemes
(cf. Durand 2004: 71), and thus perform distinctive functions. The graphs o <h> ~
& <y could not be classified into one grapheme because of their, albeit marginal,
distinctive functions regarding the construct state. The fact that both & <> and %
«v» are used to mark v could suggest that they are allographs; however, they are
not always substitutable: The former marks ¢ in the local Maghrebi graphy, while
the latter at times mark g — although it is unlikely for them to appear in a single
text in these functions. Finally, the pair < <& ~ ¢ «y> shows free variation but this
is manifested in too marginal a measure on the level of actual graphic words (in
contradistinction to written EA, in which they would be most probably classified
into one grapheme with similar criteria — an interesting difference between the
graphies of the two dialects).

In contrast to the complex and intricate grid of relations of restricted variation,
those of free and asymmetrical variations are simple and transparent. This results
in a simple system of graphemes, with only six which have non-basic variants,
out of the total 34 graphemes. Compared with the number of graphs that show
restricted variation, this number is very moderate. Being unable to differentiate
meanings and pronunciations, these non-basic variants are in a way superfluous
units of the graphic system and questions can be asked about the reasons for their
use. Two can be identified. One is that some non-basic allographs are phonetically
less ambiguous than than their respective basic allographs. This concerns graphs
used as a result of adaptive phonetic graphy: the exogenous graphs < >, =S &
and 2 «g» marking p and g univocally (in contrast to the phonetically ambiguous <
<b> and < k), as well as one case of an endogenous graph: ! <a», which univocally
marks i (in contrast to the phonetically ambiguous ! <a»). The other reason for the
existence of non-basic allographs is that the three graphs & b, 3 «d> and & <z are
used as donor form-oriented graphies, i.e. they imitate the graphs marking inter-
dental fricatives in SA (in contrast to < <ty, 2 <d> and = «d», used as self-oriented
phonetic graphies). In this way, two pairs of opposing principles are reflected in
the system of graphemes: that of economy vs. the phonetic principle on the one
hand, and the principle of self-orientation and that of donor form-orientation, on
the other.



Conclusion

Variation appears to be the most pervasive and at the same time one of the most
attractive traits of MA graphy from a descriptive linguist’s point of view. At the
time the Quran was compiled, there was variation in the spelling of particular
words as well (al-Hasan 2003: 362). The holy book of Islam is obviously utterly
different in terms of content, function and status from the works of dialectal lit-
erature, which, being mostly of very wordly character, tend to concern trifling
matters. However, in both cases, we are dealing with one of the spoken varieties
of Arabic acquiring a written form in a spontaneous and natural process driven by
insiders, not imposed from the outside, which is characteristic of so many dialects
and languages used all over the world throughout history. This does not have to
mean that one day standardized orthography will necessarily be created for MA.
Should this happen, it cannot be guaranteed either that such a standardization will
completely remove variation from texts written in this variety of Arabic, although
it will surely diminish it, as was the case with SA.

At the present stage, with only five graphs that have no variants whatever,
the vast domain of variation is used extensively and creatively by the spellers,
who rely on the different spelling principles: To some extent, they couple the
graphy of MA with the donor graphy, by borrowing its forms and principles, but
also rebel against it. In many respects, they use self-oriented graphy, reflecting
MA pronunciation and morphology, without forgetting, at times, the historical
development of MA. However, it would be unjustified to claim that in writing
MA anything goes. In fact, the main objective of the spellers, apart from striving
for individuality and independence, is, at the end of the day, to make themselves
understood. The intelligibility of MA written texts seems to be ensured by two
factors. First, graphs which never vary form a core of stability. But the second one
seems to be more important: The domain of variation is governed by principles,
which this study has identified, at least partly, as far as the qualitative type is con-
cerned. These principles regulating what and where can or cannot vary seem to be
internalized by the users of written MA, even though they are never verbalized.
Summing up, the macrosystem is fluctuating but it works because its users do not
have problems recognizing and coping with variational heterographs.

The establishing of what is qualitatively variable and what is not has made it
possible to propose a list of conditions for qualitative invariants on the one hand.
On the other hand, it enables us to predict, at least to a certain extent, the existence
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of expected forms, i.e. forms that have not been recorded in the corpus but most
probably are used and most probably can be identified in an extended corpus.
Positing expected forms should be, however, undertaken with caution because
of two factors. One is the conditionality of some graphies, i.e. the dependence of
a graphy on another. The other one is that some expected forms, predictable on the
grounds by analogy, have not been recorded despite the high frequency of the use
of the words they represent, most probably because of the weight of the orthogra-
phy of the donor language (e.g. the case of dar ‘house’ written always _)2 «dan, i.e.
in the donor form-oriented manner, never phonetically Jba <dan).

On the basis of this study, some new paths for investigation can be indicated.
First of all, it should be followed by an examination of quantitative and linear
variational heterographies, two important fields to explore. Such a study should
result in establishing principles governing situations in which linear and quantita-
tive variations are allowed and, on the other hand, identifying conditions for linear
and quantitative invariants. Of special interest are interdependencies between the
three types of heterography, which can be analyzed in the light of conditioned
graphy. At this point, it seems doubtful that vocalization signs (secondary graphs)
should be included into the analysis and examined from the perspective of quanti-
tative variation. Even though they are at times co-functional with primary graphs
(notably, the Sadda), their irregular use and their virtually infinite quantitative
variation (contrasting with their very limited qualitative variation) would make
the description infinitely complex and hardly illuminative as far as the graphy of
MA is concerned. Finally, since ambiguous forms can be observed within each
type of heterography, it seems worthwhile to examine which type of ambiguous
heterography is most frequently responsible for the context-dependent character
of MA graphy and which one only exceptionally. Another question to answer is to
what extent these three types of ambiguity can co-occur, i.e. how frequent is the
use of graphic words which show linear, quantitative and qualitative ambiguity
simultaneously.

Second, the corpus can be expanded. The examination of a larger quantity
of texts will yield different findings, more accurately reflecting the reality of MA
graphy. This would make it possible to verify whether what has been referred to as
expected forms can be recorded or not. The expansion of the corpus can be done
in three dimensions. First, a greater number of pages of the sources included in
the present corpus could be examined. This, however, does not seem to be a fruit-
ful line of enquiry since the samples of the sources included in the present corpus
seem to be large enough for us to believe that not much new data will be recorded
in their remaining parts (although some missing forms could be found there).
The second manner of enlarging the corpus is to include other literary sources in
it. It is desirable insofar as other authors are likely to use graphies not recorded
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in the present corpus and, hence, not analyzed in the study. What is particularly
missing in the present corpus are such graphic phenomena as the local Maghrebi
graphy for f and ¢, practically non-existent there. It would be interesting to know
if these graphs are ever used in the functions of marking the dialectal sounds v
and g, which would be a situation of combining local classical graphy with local
dialectal pronunciation. Adding new sources to the corpus could also be a helpful
means of determining the formal features of some graphs, such as £ ¢ or & v,
over whose exact shape used in the non-neutralized position there is a question
mark. Finally, the issue of marking ? in MA, for which the present corpus reveals
a relatively strong variation, despite few occurrences, could be better elucidated
when more words containing this sound could be examined. Enlarging the corpus
by adding new titles to it would also be useful for a more thorough examination of
the phenomenon of conditioned graphy: It could be particularly interesting to see
in detail whether the donor-oriented or self-oriented graphy of element X entails
a homogeneous graphy of element Y or not. The third way in which the corpus
can be enlarged consists in including other text genres, such as advertising and
journalistic. It can be expected that such texts can be equally well examined with
the use of the proposed theoretical apparatus. Including them in the corpus will
enable us to investigate to what extent graphies used in literary texts are different
from those used by the spellers of advertisments which can be seen in Moroccan
streets and magazines and by the spellers in the media. In particular, it should
be examined whether the graphies used in the former genre are more varied or
more complicated, due to spellers aspiring to some kind of graphic individualism,
while that of the latter genres, being aimed at a larger audience, are rather simpler.
A separate category of texts are those used in semi-private online communication
(blogs, posts in social media, forums, comments, etc.). They tend to be consider-
ably less carefully edited and their analysis and comparison with literary texts,
written with the purpose of being printed, should be carried out with this in mind.

Third, the analysis of the present corpus, or an expanded one, could be exam-
ined with the use of statistical methods. For the time being, such an approach has
been left for those whose domain it is, although it has been attempted in the course
of the present work to characterize the identified graphies with respect to the fre-
quency of their use, imprecise as such indications may appear. An exact mea-
surement which type of graphies (morphological, phonetic, donor form-oriented
etc.) are more frequent and which are marginal would be insightful. A rigorous
quantitative examination of these phenomena could better reflect the fact, related
to the macrosystem of the MA graphy being composed of a number of different,
often internally incohesive microsystems, that some pairs of graphs can be bound
by more than one relation in a single source or in various sources. In addition, the
ratio of the use of particular spelling principles in the spelling macrosystem could
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be calculated in order to determine the extent to which some principles are domi-
nating, i.e. responsible for the greatest number of graphies.

Finally, a broader study could include comparison with the SA graphy and,
more interestingly, with the graphy of other Arabic dialects. The best and nearly
obvious choice would be EA, for which the corpus of modern written texts is vast,
followed probably by Lebanese Arabic. Such a comparison, taking into consider-
ation the issue of the homogeneity of text genres, would have to be preceded by
conducting an analogous study of qualitative heterography in a given variety. The
object of comparison should be not particular graphic words, as these are uncom-
parable due to the phonetic peculiarities of each variety, but principles underlying
particular spellings. Interesting differences are bound to be identified.
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Streszczenie

Dialekt marokanski jezyka arabskiego w piSmie

Studium heterografii wariantywnej jakosciowej

Podobnie jak dialekty arabskie w innych krajach arabskoj¢zycznych dialekt marokanski, obej-
mujacy w obecnym rozumieniu koine bazujaca na dialekcie Casablanki, istnieje w sytuacji dyglosji,
tj. komplementarnosci funkcjonalnej dwoch odmian jezyka. W odroznieniu od nauczanego w szko-
tach, znormalizowanego i cieszacego si¢ prestizem ogdlnoarabskiego jezyka literackiego dialekt,
nabywany w sposob naturalny przez dziecko od opiekunow, pozbawiony skodyfikowanych norm
i uwazany za nieprestizowy, uzywany jest typowo w komunikacji prywatnej, nieoficjalnej, pry-
marnie ustnej, w domenie kultury ludowej, popularnej i $wieckiej. Rodzimi uzytkownicy dialektu
marokanskiego coraz czgséciej postuguja si¢ nim w pismie, gléwnie przy uzyciu alfabetu arabskiego
(poza tym rowniez tacinskiego). Jego posta¢ pisana dominuje w komunikacji elektronicznej i wkra-
cza w sfery reklamy i medidw, a takze literatury pigknej ogltaszanej drukiem, dotad zastrzezone dla
jezyka literackiego. Poniewaz w odrdznieniu od tego ostatniego dialekt nie posiada norm pisowni
(ortografii), osoby piszace w nim teksty (autorzy, redaktorzy) tworza i stosuja, do$¢ niekonsekwent-
nie, wlasne systemy graficzne, ustosunkowujac si¢ w ten czy inny sposob do pisowni jezyka lite-
rackiego, czyli jezyka-dawcy systemu graficznego. W konsekwencji ztozony z nich makrosystem
graficzny dialektu marokanskiego charakteryzuje si¢ duzym stopniem heterografii wariantywne;j,
tj. reprezentowania danego wyrazu fonetycznego przez réozne wyrazy graficzne (heterogramy wa-
riantywne). Zawarty w pracy opis jednego z jej typow — heterografii wariantywnej jakosciowej
— bazuje na korpusie obejmujacym ok. 1900 stron tekstow literackich wydanych drukiem w latach
1991-2012.

Pewna wariantywnos¢ wykazuje juz sam system pisma jezyka literackiego, mimo jego znacz-
nej jednolitosci w catym $wiecie arabskim. Ponadto dla niniejszej analizy istotne jest, ze pismo to
jest w duzym stopniu kontekstowe, tzn. okreslenie znaczenia i wymowy wielu wyrazéw graficz-
nych nie jest mozliwe w oderwaniu od kontekstu. Jego grafi¢ ksztattuje szereg zasad ogodlnych:
fonetyczna, fonologiczna, morfologiczna, historyczna, zasada homonimii, zasada ekonomii, zasada
estetyczna i inne.

W dotychczasowych badaniach nad grafia dialektu marokanskiego zidentyfikowano dwie
glowne ksztaltujace ja zasady (tendencje), w pracy nazywane zasada zorientowania na jezyk-dawce
i zasada autoorientacji, ktora z kolei obejmuje zasade fonetyczng i zasad¢ morfologiczng. Wyodrgb-
ni¢ nalezy tez zasade kontestacji jezyka-dawcy, polegajaca na dystansowaniu si¢ od grafii jezyka
literackiego. Podobnie jak pismo jezyka-dawcy grafia dialektu marokanskiego jest w duzym stopniu
kontekstowa.

Do analizy grafii dialektu marokanskiego w pracy uzywa si¢ pojec¢ z obszaru grafetyki, takich
jak graf, homografia, heterografia, wyraz graficzny ciggly, i grafemiki, np. heterografia dystynk-
tywna, heterografia wariantywna, wyraz graficzny nieciggly, wariancja, grafem. Analiza skupia
si¢ na 42 grafach prymarnych, tj. podstawowych jednostkach opisu, ktorych zbior obejmuje 28
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liter alfabetu arabskiego oraz ich modyfikacje i znak hamzy. W zaleznosci od charakteru elementu
odrozniajacego wyrazy graficzne heterografia wariantywna moze by¢ (i) linearna (spacja vs. brak
spacji), (ii) ilosciowa (graf vs. brak grafu) albo (iii) jako$ciowa (wariancja dwdch réznych grafow
W tej samej pozycji). Zaleznie od relacji migdzy zbiorami wyrazow graficznych, w ktorych moze
si¢ manifestowa¢ wariancja dwoch graféw, w pracy wyrdznia si¢ wariancje wolna, asymetryczng
i ograniczong. W przypadku grafow uzytych w dwoch heterogramach wariantywnych na tej samej
pozycji, lecz oznaczajacych dwa rozne i niepowigzane zjawiska fonetyczne mamy do czynienia
z pseudowariancja.

Jedng z trudnosci zwigzanych z podjeta w pracy proba ustalenia inwentarza grafeméw dia-
lektu marokanskiego jest zjawisko neutralizacji relacji funkcjonalnej wiazacej niektore jego grafy.
Proponuje si¢ wobec tego kryterium, zgodnie z ktorym grafem rozumiany jest jako zbior grafow
pozostajacych ze soba w okreslonych typach wariancji, niezdolnych do odrézniania znaczeniowego
i fonetycznego wyrazoéw graficznych.

Do problemow zwiazanych z opisem grafii dialektu marokanskiego nalezy zjawisko nieokre-
$lonosci funkcjonalnej niektérych grafow, polegajacej na niemozliwosci jednoznacznego przypo-
rzadkowania im funkcji fonetycznej lub funkcji innego rodzaju. Inna trudnos$¢ dotyczy rozréznienia
migdzy nietypowymi formami graficznymi wyniktymi z niestarannos$ci edytorskiej badz wzgledow
typograficznych a nietypowymi formami reprezentujacymi tendencj¢ graficzna.

Precyzujac zidentyfikowane w dotychczasowych badaniach zasady (tendencje) ksztattujace ba-
dang grafie, dla zasady zorientowania na jezyk-dawce wyrdznia si¢ dwie podzasady: zasadg zorien-
towania na forme jezyka-dawcy i zasad¢ zorientowania na zasade j¢zyka-dawcy. Zasade fonetyczna
dzieli si¢ na zasade pisowni fonetycznej wedlug regut przejetych z jezyka-dawcy (jego odmiany
lokalnej albo powszechnej) i zasad¢ pisowni fonetycznej wedtug regul adaptowanych, przy czym
adaptacja moze by¢ endogenna (tj. z systemu arabszczyzny literackiej — motywowana fonetycznie
badz historycznie) albo egzogenna (tj. spoza niego). Niektore formy zapisu oparte sa na (falszywej)
analogii.

Przedstawiajac reprezentatywny wybor blisko 240 par heterogramow wariantywnych jako$cio-
wych ilustrujacych wariancje migdzy grafami wraz ze wskazaniem zasad odpowiadajacych za po-
szczegolne formy graficzne, w pracy identyfikuje si¢ elementy grafii dialektu marokanskiego podle-
gajace wariancji jako§ciowej i wyjasnia przyczyny tego zjawiska. Z zestawienia wariancji wynika,
iz tylko jedna pare grafow, =S ¢ i «g, wigze wolna wariancja poswiadczona w korpusie w sposob
niemarginalny. 10 par reprezentuje wariancj¢ asymetryczng (z tego 3 pary tylko w niektdérych po-
zycjach w wyrazie graficznym). Tylko 5 graféw nie ulega zadnej wariancji. Wariancja ograniczona,
najbardziej nieregularna, okazuje si¢ najbardziej rozpowszechniona, dotyczy bowiem 32 grafow, tj.
75% ich ogotu.

Analiza pozwala rowniez sformutowaé¢ warunki inwariancji jakosciowej dla wyrazow graficz-
nych oraz scharakteryzowac wieloznaczno$¢ fonetyczng opisywanego systemu pisma. Ponadto na
podstawie zaproponowanych kryteridéw okreslono inwentarz 34 grafeméw dialektu marokanskiego
wraz z ich allografami.

Wsrdd sygnalizowanych w pracy nowych $ciezek badawczych wartych podjecia znajduja sig
m.in. wlgczenie do opisu dwodch pozostatych typow heterografii wariantywnej: linearnej i ilo$cio-
wej, poszerzenie korpusu o teksty nalezace do innych gatunkéw (prasowe, reklamowe, dydaktycz-
ne) i poréwnanie pod katem grafetyki i grafemiki dialektu marokanskiego z jezykiem literackim
oraz innymi dialektami posiadajacymi rozwijajace si¢ piSmiennictwo, przede wszystkim egipskim,
z zastosowaniem zaproponowanego aparatu teoretycznego.
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